5740

speech where he made this pledge. It is
realized that the Oregon delegation is Re-
publican, with the exception of one Inde-
pendent, and, while the writer is a Demo-
crat, he, as well as all citizens, expect that
a pledge solemnly made to the voters of the
Nation will be kept, not only by the Presi-
dent of the United States but by the Repre-
sentatives of the successful party in Con=-
grees.

RECESS UNTIL MONDAY

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
be no further business before the Senate,
the Senate will stand in recess, under
the previous order of the Senate, until
12 o'clock noon on Monday next.

Thereupon (at 4 o’clock and 6 minutes
p. m.) the Senate took a recess, the re-
cess being, under the order previously
entered, until Monday, May 3, 1954, at
12 o'clock meridian.

CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate April 29 (legislative day of
April 14), 1954:

POSTMASTERS
CALIFORNIA

Ernest L. Eincaid, Napa.

Edward C. Wright, Natlional City.

Marion R. Bessac, Riverbank.

John J. Vizzolini, Westley.

ILLINOIS
John R. Depper, Caseyville.
Harry A. Lange, Mattoon,
MASSACHUSETTS
Robert H. Hughes, Oak Blufls.
MINNESOTA
Raymond J. Michelau, Dundee.
MONTANA
Willard J. Adams, Bridger.
NEW JERSEY

John R. Dougherty, Bordentown.

Margaret G, Spencer, Lake Hopatcong.

Frank Elia, Union City.

PENNSYLVANIA

Charles M. Brubaker, Dornsife,

Anna E. Lefever, Holtwood.

Dallas L. Darr, Jacobus.

George A, McDowell, Jamestown.

Marianna W. McClelland, Masontown.

Lillian M. Mengle, Port Clinton,

Jacob F. Lefever, Smoketown.

Walter C. Snyder, Swarthmore.

Charles W. Snyder, Three Springs.

Keith G. Baird, Youngwood.

SOUTH DAKOTA

Harold O. Ewing, Jr., Turton.

Marvin W. Wilcox, Volin,

Clair E. Woodard, White.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

THursDAY, APRIL 29, 1954

The House met at 11 o’clock a. m.
The Reverend Edward J. Craddock,

Nashville, Tenn., offered the following
prayer:

Our Father, who art in heaven, may
Thy name be exalted in all the earth,
Thy will be done. We are thankful for
past blessings, for Thy guiding hand in
all things. Lord, today we pray for
guidance. Give us the faith of Abra-
ham, to live beyond ourselves with ulti-
mate good in mind. Like Solomon, we
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seek wisdom to do the right thing. May
parents with David say, “Except the Lord
build the house, they labor in vain who
build it.” Give our young people Gid-
eon’s discipline and will to leadership.
May they see in us, most of all, integrity,
that, like Joshua, we may know our own
minds. Like Paul, may we be committed
with the sense of mission for life or
death.

God bless the President, the Congress,
all leaders of Government, and all the
people. In Jesus’ name. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was read and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr.
Carrell, one of its clerks, announced that
the Senate had passed, with amend-
ments in which the concurrence of the
House is requested, a bill of the House
of the following title:

H. R.2098. An act to provide for the com-
pensation of certain persons whose lands
have been flooded and damaged by reason
of fluctuations in the water level of the
Lake of the Woods.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed a bill of the following
title, in which the concurrence of the
House is requested:

S. 2665. An act to amend the Classification
Act of 1949, as amended, and the Federal
Employees Pay Act of 1945, as amended, and
for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed, with amendments in
which the concurrence of the House is
requested, a bill of the House of the fol-
lowing title:

H.R.8481. An act making supplemental
appropriations for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1954, and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendments to
the foregoing bill, requests a conference
with the House on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses thereon, and appoints
Mr. BripGes, Mr. FERGUSON, Mr. CORDON,
Mr. SALTONSTALL, Mr. HAYDEN, Mr. Rus-
seELL, and Mr. McCARrRAN to be the con-
ferees on the part of the Senate.

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED

Mr. FORAND asked and was given
permission to address the House for 30
minutes on Monday next, following the
legislative program and any special or-
ders heretofore entered.

FILING OF CERTAIN CLAIMS UNDER
WAR CLAIMS ACT OF 1948

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the bill (H. R. 6896) to
extend the period for the filing of certain
claims under the War Claims Act of 1948
by World War II prisoners of war, with
a Cenate amendment thereto, and concur
in the Senate amendment.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Clerk read the Senate amend-
ment, as follows:

Line 7, strike out “November” and insert
“August.”
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.

The Senate amendment was concurred
in, and a motion to reconsider was laid
on the table.

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED

Mr. ANGELL asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 15 min-
utes today, following the legislative pro-
gram of the day and any special orders
heretofore granted, and also to revise
and extend his remarks and include ex-
traneous matter.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. SCRIVNER. Mr. Speaker, I make
the point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. Obviously, a quorum
is not present.

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I move
a cali of the House.

A call of the House was ordered.

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol-
lowing Members failed to answer to their
names:

[Roll No. 57]
Barrett Gamble Pilcher
Battle Graham Powell
Bender Haley Radwan
Boykin Harrison, Va. Reed, Il
Camp Hart Richards
Carlyle Herlong Roberts
Chatham Howell Saylor
Chelf Jenkins Shafer
Clardy Kearney Sieminski
Crosser Kersten, Wis. Sutton
Curtis, Mo. King, Calif. Talle
Curtis, Nebr. Elein Thompson,
Deane Lantaff Mich.
Dies MeDonough Walter
Dingell Martin, JTowa  Warburton
Dollinger Metcalf Weichel
Donovan Morrison Westland
Dorn, 8. Dak. Murray Wier
Doyle Norblad Yorty
Engle O'Konskl
Fine Osmers

The SPEAKER. On this rolleall 371
Members have answered to their names,
a quorum.

By unanimous consent, further pro-
ce:t':;giugs under the call were dispensed
with.

APPOINTMENT TO COMMISSION
ON INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELA-
TIONS
The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the pro-

visions of section 2, Public Law 109, 83d

Congress, the Chair appoints as a mem-

ber of the Commission on Intergovern-

mental Relations to fill the existing va-
cancy thereon, the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts, Mr. GOODWIN.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

Mr. HYDE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 15
minutes today, following the legislative
program and any special orders hereto-
fore entered.

Mr. SHEEHAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 10
minutes today, following the legislative
program and any special orders here-
tofore entered.
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Mr. KEOGH asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 10
minutes today, following the legislative
program and any special orders hereto-
fore entered, and that following his re-
marks Mr. Taompson of Texas be per-
mitted to address the House for 5
minutes.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPRO-
PRIATION BILL, 1955

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. Mr. Speaker,
I move that the House resolve itself into
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill (H. R. 8873)
making appropriations for the Depart-
ment of Defense and related independ-
ent agency for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1955, and for other purposes.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill H. R. 8873, with
Mr. McCuLrocH in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

Mr, CANNON. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word, and ask unan-
imous consent to proceed for 10 addi-
tional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Missouri?

There was no objection.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, this is
unquestionably the most important bill
to be considered in this session, in this
Congress, and possibly in the last several
years. There is no issue that transcends
in urgency or in importance the national
defense—the safety of the Nation.

On this bill, Mr. Chairman, I go along
with the President of the United States
who possibly is better qualified to pass
on military matters than anyone else in
the Nation today. And I go along with
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, although—as
you may have had opportunity to ob-
serve—the Joint Chiefs of Staff, as Mr.
Dooley said of the Supreme Court, “goes
along with the election returns.”

We have been impressed, as the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Massachu-
setts [Mr. WicGLESworTH], the chair-
man of the subcommittee reminded us,
with the tremendous amount of money
involved. But, efficiency in appropria-
tion is not governed by the amount of
money involved in a bill. The essential
consideration, the determining factor is
the manner in which that money is al-
lotted by the bill. We can appropriate
millions of dollars more than is required
and lose the war. Or we can allocate a
much lesser fund more advantageously
and win the war.

The subject with which we are dealing
here is a very old subject. The earliest
recorded history is a record of wars, and
from that earliest day down to this, his-
tory is a continuous recital of the annals
of war. But, Mr. Chairman, it is also a
new subject, possibly the newest subject
that could be brought before the House
this morning. War today, and war in
the future, are so different as contrasted
with all previous wars—so different in
methods, strategy, and weapons—as to
challenge all comparison.
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In every previous war, we have fought
for victory. Defeat merely meant in-
demnities and humiliating treaties. But
in the next war we fight for survival.
Defeat this time means extermination.
Free government will perish from the
earth and our cities will become as
Nineveh and Tyre.

Again, this war differs from every pre-
vious global war, in that we have always
been the last to be engaged. Heretofore
we have always had allies that bore the
brunt of the first attack and held the
enemy until we could arm and develop
power to deliver the final blow. This
time they will pass our allies by and
America with her shining cities and
boundless wealth will be the first marked
for destruction, leaving the rest of the
civilized world to be devoured at leisure.
We must be alert and ready when our
outposts signal the lightning approach
of the first bombers or we will never be
ready at all.

Third, we have entered all former
wars with a morale buttressed by a rec-
ord of unbroken victories. In every con-
flict we have dictated the terms of peace
and without debate or deprecation the
enemy has signed on the dotted line.

But in Korea we repeatedly sought an
end of hostilities. And an insolent and
nondescript people, who had never oc-
cupied a place in the family of nations,
dictated the time and place of negotia-
tions and largely dictated the terms of
what the representatives of the Armed
Forces, appearing before the committee
in the hearings on this bill, termed “an
uneasy armistice.” And we have been
unable to secure a treaty of permanent
peace to this day.

So unsatisfactory were the negotia-
tions and the terms of the protocol that
Vice President Nixown told 400 news-
papermen last week that “the Korean
truce may have been a mistake and per-
haps we should have fought to a decisive
victory.” But it is too late to rewrite the
record now end we must face the next
war with the shattered faith of our allies
and the exultant and accelerated con-
fidence of the enemy.

Again, Mr. Chairman, in every former
war we have been insulated and pro-
tected by the broad bulwarks of con-
tinental oceans behind which life went
on as usual and business proceeded with-
out appreciable interruption. Aside from
the boys we sent across, the war hardly
touched us. But the next time every in-
habitant—men, women, and children—
in the remotest hamlet in the land, will
be under attack and in the line of fire.
Death and devastation will drop from
the skies and even if we win the war—of
which there is no complete assurance—
there will be hardly enough left to cele-
brate the victory—or with composure or
spirit enough to care to celebrate it.

And then, Mr. Chairman, in every
previous war we have fought with su-
perior weapons. We have equipped our
men with planes, tanks, guns, and all of
the paraphernalia of war better and more
effective than any they had to meet in
the air, on the ground, or under the sea.

Neither the Japanese nor the Germans
realized they were fighting against
proximity fuse bombs and other new and
improved equipment. Not until after
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they had surrendered did they know
that the weapons which decimated their
ranks so accurately had never been used
on any battlefield before. And they died
in windrows at Hiroshima and Nagasaki
before they ever heard of the atomic
bomb. In both Europe and Asia it was
the superiority of American weapons
that ended the war.

But this time the enemy has the su-
perior weapons. They were first to per-
fect the jet plane. Our engineers could
get it up in the air but could not get it
down. And they were manufacturing
jet planes in quantity while ours were
still in the experimental stage. They
put the first snorkle submarine to sea
and have today three times as many
modern underwater craft as the rest of
the world combined. And they have
over a hundred more trained and
equipped divisions than the allies com-
bined can put in the field.

They have just notified us defiantly
and belligerently in the last 10 days that
they have the atomic bomb and they
have the H-bomb in ample reserve and
that they are ready and prepared to use
it on a minute’s notice. And notwith-
standing our ultimatum to them that we
will tolerate no encroachment from any
quarter, they are equipping and directing
the forces relentlessly closing in on
Indochina.

Now, I am not an alarmist. I eschew
the role of a Jeremiah. But no one is
so thoroughly deceived as those who de-
ceive themselves. Let us face the facts
as they are. Let us see the situation as
it is. When attack comes it will come
like a thief in the night. There will be
no notice, no declaration of war, no
warning. I tried by repeated question-
ing to get the Secretary of Defense, when
he appeared before the committee, to
tell us how vulnerable the country is—
to give us an estimate of how many at-
tacking planes we could knock down in
event of attack. That is the one ques-
tion before any council or defense today.
He refused to say.

But we have dependable information
on that question. And to ignore it is to
hide our heads in the sand.

There is some division of opinion as to
the exact extent of the area which would
be devastated by a modern bomb, either
the atomic bomb or the H-bomb.

But it is a matter of general knowl-
edge that the enemy today has bombs
which, if dropped upon Washington, or
any similar city, would encompass an
area of complete destruction for a diam-
eter of 7 miles. Predictions have been
made of bombs which would engulf a
part of a continent. But for present
purposes 7 miles is enough. It is also a
matter of common note that the Depart-
ment of Defense has from Russian
sources a list of 86 American cities ar-
ranged in the order of priority of attack;
including, of course, centers of produe-
tion, centers of communication, and
popu.ation which if attacked simultane-
ously would so completely destroy the
nerve centers of the Nation as to render
us powerless to retaliate.

Early in 1951 we were told by those
best qualified to testify on the subject
that out of every 10 bomb-laden planes
which Russia sent against American
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cities 7 out of 10 would get through. And
then we were told in October of 1951
that barring some mechanical defect,
out of every 10 planes Russia launched
against American cities 10 would get
through. We have been told of no posi-
tive means of stopping a single plane
after it leaves the borders of Russia.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CANNON. I yield to the gentle-
man from Massachusetts.

Mr. McCORMACK. May I say to
show how correct the gentleman is that
only the early part of this month, April,
the Administrator of Civil Defense said
that we would have only 15 minutes’
notice of attack. That means that the
attacking plane would be within 60 to
75 miles of a city to be attacked before
the city would have knowledge of its
approach, except an inland city, which
might have a little more warning. The
Assistant Administrator made a speech
the other day in Boston in which he said
that anywhere from 33 to 75 percent
of the attacking planes can get through,
which would result in millions of Amer-
icans being killed and wounded; in other
words, the loss of millions of Americans.

Mr. CANNON. The gentleman has
touched upon one of the most vital fea-
tures of the situation before us.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Missouri has expired.

(On request of Mr. Cannown, and by
unanimous consent, he was allowed to
proceed for 5 minutes.)

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, we
have spread across the American Con-
tinent a vast network of radar screens,
and we have established listening posts
in every accessible part of the world,
in order to be apprised if and when any
hostile planes cross the top of the world
in battle formation. The time of warn-
ing is a matter of conjecture. Some
talk about 6 hours warning, some talk
about 15 minutes warning, but we can
be certain that the enemy in choosing
their time will give us wholly inadequate
warning. Unless we have devised in the
meantime some means of stopping these
planes—some means of interception, our
only defense is to evacuate the city.
That is the only practical defense that
has been suggested up to this time—
just get the people out. At the same
time we are confronted with the fact
that we can evacuate no city of any size
in less than 6 hours.

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CANNON. I yield to the gentle-
man from Iowa.

Mr. JENSEN. Last year with several
other Members of Congress I made a
tour around the world. We visited
many nations, we skirted the Iron Cur-
tain all the way. I must say at this
time, and I think it should be mentioned,
that we found the military high com-
mand of every nation that we visited well
aware of the conditions and the position
of the Communist forces. We were
greatly encouraged to know of the safety
methods that are being taken in con-
nection with the radar system and by
every other manner and means possible
to keep the “commies” boxed up.
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Mr. Chairman, I may say to the gen-
tleman from Missouri and to the Mem-
bers of the House and to the American
people that they have today around
the world the finest military forces all
of whom are well aware of the great
responsibility which rests on their shoul-
ders. May I say also, with great empha-
sis, that not only myself but every mem-
ber of the committee was greatly en-
couraged and felt a sense of security in
the knowledge that we are doing every-
thing possible, our military forces and
every branch thereof are doing every-
thing possible to keep the would be or
supposed enemy boxed up to the best
possible degree.

Mr. CANNON. The gentleman from
Iowa always adds materially to the infor-
mation and logic of any debate, and this
is no exception to that rule. I wish that
those who represented the Armed Forces
before the committee for many weeks
could have given us that assurance.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Missouri has again ex-
pired.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for 2 ad-
ditional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Missouri?

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, reserv-
ing the right to object, and I shall not
object, but I hope that later on we are
no% going to be limited to 1 minute or
half a minute or something like that on
amendments.

The CHAIRMAN. The time is within
the control of the committee.

Is there objection to the request of
the gentleman from Missouri?

There was no objection.

Mr. CANNON. In the days when
dueling was the accepted custom, an
expert marksman, who had a record of
having killed a dozen men, insolently
and gratuitously challenged a business-
man who had no familiarity with arms.
But the man challenged always had the
choice of weapons, and in this case
selected sawed-off shotguns to be fired
at a distance of 2 feet. The duel was
not fought. That is our position today.
Both nations have atomic weapons. We
face each other at a distance of 2 feet
with sawed-off shotguns. And in this
bill we appropriate for our sawed-off
shotgun. We hope that in this instance,
as in that historic instance on the
Bladensburg flats, it will not be neces-
sary to use the shotgun.

Mr, Chairman, I do not think that
this bill completely satisfies any one
Member of the House on either side. If
rewritten by any Member of the House,
it would be at least slightly different.
Perhaps that is its virtue. But laying
aside the bill, no one can review the evi-
dence adduced before this committee
without realizing that any preparation
except as a deterrent is futile. We must
not go to war. War, even if we win, is
suicide. There will be neither people
nor country left. Let us pass this bill
as recommended by the President of the
United States as expeditiously as possi-
ble. But let us understand at the same
time that if it ever becomes necessary to
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use the facilities for which the bui pro-
vides, civilization has failed. And noth-
ing matters in the dark ages which will
engulf the world.

Mr., SHORT. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last two words.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, if
the gentleman will yield, the gentleman
from Missouri is chairman of the Com-
mittee on Armed Services. Does the
gentleman want more than 5 minutes?
I am sure we would all like to hear some
of the views the gentleman has.

Mr. SHORT. I do not want to unduly
trespass upon the time and patience of
the Committee.

Mr. McCORMACK, Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man be permitted to proceed for 10 addi-
tional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mr. SHORT. Mr. Chairman, I take
the floor at this time to pay an humble
but well-deserved tribute to the gentle-
man from Massachusetts [Mr. WIGGLES-
worTH], and to all the able members of
his subcommittee on both sides of the
aisle who have worked so long, hard, and
diligently in the preparation of this
splendid bill. In my opinion, the sub-
committee has rendered a great service
not only to all the Members of the Con-
gress but to the entire American people.
We all know that as long as there are
brigands abroad and aggressors let loose
in the world the United States must, out
of sheer necessity for survival, remain
strong on land, sea, and in the air. Our
Military Establishment is the biggest
business on earth.

Mr. Chairman, a day or two after his
confirmation by the Senate of the United
States the Secretary of Defense paid me
a courtesy call at my office. I told him
at that time, early last year, that I con-
sidered the President and the American
people fortunate in getting a man of his
long, successful business experience, his
hard, practical sense, to dispose of his
stock and to accept one of the most oner-
ous and burdensome positions in the
United States Government, one that
forced one man to jump out of a window
and another to resign. While he em-
ployed 486,000 people in General Motors,
the greatest corporation on earth, and
did an annual volume of business of ap-
proximately $7 billion, I said to him, “Mr.
Wilson, that is peanuts compared to the
job you have now. As Secretary of De-
fense you are going to have working for
you almost 5 million people; 315 million
in uniform and 1,280,000 civilians in the
Department of Defense, more civilian
personnel in that one department than
in all the other departments of the Presi-
dent’s Cabinet combined.”

Instead of doing $7 billion a year of
business, I reminded him that during the
past year preceding his becoming Secre-
tary of Defense, this Nation spent more
than $50 billion. In 1 year, this fiscal
year, we are spending $42 billion, an as-
tronomical sum, almost twice as large as
was our national debt at the end of
World War I, $26 billion.

We know that America, with all of
her resources, her scientific genius, her
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inventive capacity, cannot forever carry
such a tremendous burden. Of course,
the American people will never quarrel
as long as they feel that they are getting
their money’s worth. Today I feel that
because of the wise management and
honest administration, the elimination
of waste and duplication of effort, under
the guidance of Charlie Wilson and
Roger Kyes, and the Secretaries of the
three Departments of Army, Navy, and
Air Force, we are getting more real de-
fense for our dollars than we have in
many, many years. Let no one get the
erroneous impression that because there
is a reduction in expenditures or even
a reduction of personnel, we are weaken-
ing the defense of our Nation. On the
contrary, we are not only achieving
economy, but increasing efficiency, par-
ticularly the combat effectiveness, by
taking men out of swivel chairs in the
armed services, out of auxiliary and
housekeeping positions, and placing them
in positions where they can achieve com-
bat effectiveness. We are building a
better, more mobile, hard-hitting, fight-
ing Army, Navy, and Air Force.

America, I repeat, must remain strong
on land, sea and in the air if we want to
survive as a nation and as a free people.
But along with our military might, we
must be careful to preserve our economic
strength. You cannot have one without
the other. The two are wedded. It is
impossible to divorce them without de-
stroying both. We must have security
with solvency. The battlefront can
never be stronger than the homefront.
Every great military leader, whether an
admiral or a general, will readily con-
fess to you that the thing that won
World War II over the axis powers was
America’s industrial might and produc-
tive capacity. We were the arsenal of
democracy and it was on the farms and
in the factories and in the forests, with
men not only in uniform but civilians, if
you please, the good soldiers at home
who produced the food and the fiber and
the weapons and sinews of war that won
us the victory over Germany, Italy, and
Japan. We must be careful not to over-
extend ourselves by siphoning off our
wealth in economic or military aid to
countries all around the world.

Lenin once wrote:

The United States of America, like all capl-
talistic countries, will eventually spend her-
self into bankruptcey.

That is a consummation devoutly to
be wished by the Soviets. Stalin uttered
the same sentiment in Red Square, as
he stood on top of Lenin's tomb, while in
that Red Square, outside the historic
walls of the Kremlin I watched hundreds
of thousands of soldiers march by in re-
view. The Communists hope and work
for an economic collapse in this country.
They aim at an American depression
with millions of idle men. Like Hitler,
their motto is, “divide and conquer.”
Psychological penetration and subver-
sive infiltration are their silent but ef-
fective weapons.

The 14 mad dogs in the Kremlin to-
day who have been winning every battle
of the cold war without firing a shot or
losing a man are hoping that the United
States will spend herself into bank-
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ruptey, will knock herself out by her own
profligacy, by giving so many blood
transfusions to others that we will be
bled white—Korea yesterday, Indo-
china today, no one knows where to-
morrow. If we become bogged down in
distant places of the world to fight wars
that are chosen by the enemy, instead
of choosing the place and the time our-
selves, Russia can achieve her goal and
accomplish her purpose without ever
firing a shot or losing a man. All we
will be doing will be killing Eoreans and
Chinese or other of her slave satellites
while many Americans are getting killed.
Human life is the cheapest commodity
on earth in the Orient. Their men are
expendable, ours are not. America can
never hope to match man for man the
hordes on the Asiatic continent.

Our only hope of victory in another
global conflict and our only chance of
survival depend upon our superiority in
weapons and the superior skill of the
men who man those weapons.

I am glad that the committee after
making substantial cuts in the defense
budget has done it, I think, without
seriously impairing the security of the
Nation. Of course, you always run a
calculated risk, but in order to build up
and maintain your military might you
must preserve your economic strength
because only with a sound economy, a
going industry, where we can outpro-
duce not only in quantity but far surpass
in quality in the weapons and sinews of
war, can we ever hope to defeat an en-
emy that lives in a land three times,
almost, as large as America in area, and
controls 800 million people, one-third of
the total population of the globe.

Mr. Chairman, not only must we have
military might and economic strength,
we must have a moral resurgence in this
country, a spiritual revival, that recog-
nizes after all the real strength of a na-
tion and its people is in the intelligence,
culture, and character of its citizenry.
There is nothing great in the world but
man, and nothing in man great but
mind. In this global conflict that is
called a cold war but that is really siz-
zling hot, we are in a battle for the minds,
the hearts, the consciences, and the al-
legiances of men. Necessary and fun-
damental as are military might and eco-
nomic strength, it is after all in the
character of man, in spiritual idealism,
moral values, and ethical principles that
there lies the greatness of a country.

‘We are engaged in an ideological war,
and in this total war where civilians will
suffer first, where old men, innocent
women, and helpless children will perish
perhaps before the men in the front
battleline, in this modern age when war
is a total effort of an entire nation and
people, we must fight it not only with
military weapons and with economic
strength, we also have to fight it with
intelligence and spiritual ideals and
ideas because, after all, an idea is a
powerful weapon. It can be the most
dangerous weapon on earth because you
cannot shoot an idea with a rifle. You
cannot stab it with a bayonet. You
cannot destroy it with an atomic bomb
or a hydrogen bomb. The only way to
overcome a bad idea is with a good one.
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It is only truth, justice, and freedom,
those ideas, to which all men every-
where are entitled that can make us
strong. I hope and pray to God that
the United States will never try to de-
fend or practice colonialism under any
regime in any section of the world. If
we would grant independence and lib-
erty to men to make them really free,
they will fight and defend themselves,
but they have to have something to fight
for. They must be consecrated and
dedicated to love liberty more than life
itself, and unless they have that dedica-
tion and consecration, if their hearts are
not in it, if they are not willing to dig
down in their pockets and pay enor-
mous, burdesome taxes, unless they are
willing to deny themselves many lux-
uries, finally unless they are willing to
lay down their lives upon the altar of
freedom, there will be no hope for our
survival. When I think of America, I
want to keep her strong because only in
strength is our freedom. It is freedom
that likewise gives us our strength. So
“Not by power, nor by might, but by my
spirit sayeth Yahweh the Lord, God of
Hosts.” Let us not put all our faith in
horses that run upon the rocks, but let
us put forth every effort to keep Amer-
ica militarily strong, economically
sound, and spiritually alive and vital
If we do that as representatives of a
great, free people, I have no fear of what
the future holds.

Mr. McCORMACEK. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SHORT. I yield.

Mr. McCORMACK. I have listened
with great interest to the remarks of the
gentleman, not only because I remem-
ber many great battles that the gentle-
man and I had in bygone years before
World War II and the differences of
opinion that existed between us, but par-
ticularly because the gentleman now is
charged with the duty of being chairman

_of the Committee on Armed Services, and

the gentleman’s party is in control and
determining the policies. Our military
strength is necessary to carry out the
national objectives of our country in re-
lation to foreign affairs; is that not
right?

Mr. SHORT. That is right. We,
however, need more than just military
strength. .

Mr. McCORMACK. There is one way
to do :t, and that is to be so strong that
an enemy will not attack us through fear.
Does the gentleman think we are strong
enough?

Mr. SHORT. I would only say, if any
possible enemy attacked us today, God
pity him.

Mr. McCORMACK. That is not an
answer to my question.

Mr. SHORT. Yes, that is the answer.

Mr. McCORMACK. All right, but my
question is, Does the gentleman think
we are strong enough so that the Soviet
Union—let us talk plainly—would be
afraid to carry out a sneak attack on us?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Missouri has expired.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman,
I ask unanimous consent that the gen-
tleman’s time may be extended—how
many minutes would the gentleman re-
quire?
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Mr. SHORT. I would ask for a couple
of minutes. I have a luncheon engage-

ment at the White House at 12:30 p. m.

Mr. McCORMACK. I hope you get
a lot of good information at the White
House.

Mr. SHORT. You get it down there
pure and undefiled. It is honest and
usually accurate, more than in many
years.

Mr. McCORMACEK. I was very much
disturbed at what I got 3 weeks ago in
the office of the Secretary of State. I
was very much disturbed.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection,
the gentleman from Missouri is recog-
nized for 2 additional minutes.

There was no objection.

Mr. McCORMACK. Now to come
back. Does the gentleman think we are
strong enough so that the Soviet Union
will be afraid to carry out a sneak attack
on us militarily?

Mr. SHORT. I might say that with
this grave responsibility, and although I
spend many hours day and night study-
ing these military problems and talk to
generals and admirals daily, I must con-
fess I am not the great military author-
ity that the gentleman from Massachu-
setts is.

Mr. McCORMACK. Now do not turn
to ridicule. This is a serious matter.

Mr. SHORT. I do not think that
Soviet Russia dares attack us today.
She does not have an adequate supply
of steel, rubber, oil, or transportation
system to fight successfully a prolonged,
global conflict.

Mr. McCORMACK. The gentleman
thinks we are strong enough to put fear
into their minds?

Mr. SHORT. They have already got
that fear or they would have attacked
us long ago. The only language they
understand is force. They respect
strength and have only contempt for
weakness.

Mr. McCORMACK. What are they
doing in southeast Asia? =

Mr. MASON. They are not attacking
us.
Mr. McCORMACEK. Are they not?
Read the newspapers. Read the publie
utterances. If you do not think that is
directed toward the United States, you
had better do some more thinking.

Let me ask the gentleman this: Does
the gentleman think we are strong
enough, in case we are suddenly hurled
into war, to win the war at the present
time?

Mr. SHORT. Oh, I think we could
win a war at the present time. I cer-
tainly do. But I hope and pray we are
not forced into a shooting war. Ina war
even the winner is loser.

Mr. McCORMACK. Iam glad to hear
that, coming from the chairman of the
Committee on Armed Services. I must
reluctantly say I wish we were consid-
erably stronger.

Mr. SHORT. Oh, of course I wish we
were stronger. Everybody wishes we
were stronger. We are as strong as our
economy will allow us to be. I have
tried to bring out that military strength
is not the only thing. You have got to
have economic strength and spiritual
strength.
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Mr. McCORMACK. How much would
another war cost?

Mr. SHORT. That is problematical.
Of course it is conjectural. You do not
know. I do not know. No one knew
that World War II would leave a debt
of $275 billion on our backs.

Mr. McCORMACK. In other words,
we would spend any amount to save our
country.

Mr. SHORT. Of course we would.
There is no argument about that. The
security of our Nation comes first. We
must defend it at any and all costs.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Missouri has again
expired.

(By unanimous consent Mr. SHORT was
given 2 additional minutes.)

Mr. SHORT. But I think we can rest
pretty well at ease. We have managed
to stay out of the pitfall mess which we
have inherited ; World War I, World War
II, and the Korean conflict—it just so
happened, I guess, that the Democratic
Party was in power in all three of those
wars. We are not beating the war
drums. We do not want another war.
But I am saying that we are strong and
that this committee has done a mar-
velous job, and they have gone as far
as our economic strength will permit at
this time.

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. SHORT. I yield.

Mr. HALLECEK. I trust the gentle-
man will join with me in expressing the
hope that whatever indications have
come from the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. McCormack] that our Na-
tion is not strong will not have such an
effect around the world as may——

Mr. SHORT. Invite an attack from
an enemy.

Mr. HALLECK. I would like to point
out that the gentleman from Missouri
[Mr. SHorT] has made a magnificent
statement. It certainly ought to be en-
couraging for all of us. I simply want
to corroborate what I understand his
viewpoint to be in this regard. Of
course, having regard to the fact that
we must be economically strong because,
as General Eisenhower said once in the
Congressional Library when he returned
from Europe, that the Armed Forces in
the field can but be the cutting edge of
the great productive machine that is
America. So we have to try to balance
between what we provide in the way of
strength for the Armed Forces in the
field and the maintenance of our eco-
nomic strength at home; because, as the
gentleman well knows, to obtain absolute,
ultimate military strength, we would go
to total, all-out mobilization. We would
close today every automobile factory;
we would close the tractor factories;
we would regiment everybody; we would
have price and wage controls. We could
do that and then, if war did not come,
we could be destroyed at home, we could
lose our freedoms we seek to protect,
without firing a shot. Of course, there
is some calculated risk in trying to draw
the line between that all-out mobilization
and what we deem is sufficient for our
defense and our protection, having re-
gard to the necessities of the long pull.
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I want to join the gentleman from
Missouri [Mr. SHORT] in commending
the members of this committee, and in
commending the people in the armed
services and the leaders in the adminis-
tration, for drawing what I think is a
fair balance between the maintenance
of strong forces in the field and the
maintenance of a strong, protective,
effective, functioning economy here at
home.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Missouri has again
expired.

Mr, McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, T
move to strike out the last word and ask
unanimous consent to proceed for 5 ad-
ditional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mr. McCORMACEK. Mr. Chair-
man

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. McCORMACEK. I yield.

Mr. YATES. I think the gentleman
might discuss the recent statement by
Secretary of Defense Wilson in which
he said that we may have to have a
soul-searching review of our proposed
military expenditures.

Mr. McCORMACK. That is a perti-
nent observation,

Mr. Chairman, I would not have taken
this time if it were not for the cutting,
unnecessary, and gratuitously unkind ob-
servation made by the majority leader
of this House when he undertook to read
into my mind and my lips something
that I never thought and something that
I never said.

The gentleman from Missouri [Mr.
SuHorr] and I were having a colloquy.
He certfainly did not show any offense.
It was for the purpose of bringing out
information, and I suggest to my friend
from Indiana—and I have been majority
leader for 10 years out of the last 13—
that he better be a little more temper-
ate than to try to accuse people of things
that never were in their minds.

I look back through the years before
Pearl Harbor when I was fighting to
get legislation through this House that
the gentleman from Indiana was op-
posing. I can remember an extension
of the Selective Service Act 3 months
before Pearl Harbor by this House by
a vote of 202 to 201. I voted for its
passage. How did the gentleman from
Indiana vote?

I am for a strong military defense,
have been for years, because I have said
in this House and outside of this House
that the only thing the Communists re-
spect is what they fear and that is fear
of a strength greater than they possess.

Yes, you talk about the strength we
have, but if I am going to err in judg-
ment I prefer to err on the side of
greater strength than on the side of
weakness.

‘Who brought this strength about?
Who made the decision on the atomic
bomb? Franklin D. Roosevelt. Who
made the decision on the hydrogen
bomb? Harry S. Truman, Where would
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this country be if we did not have these
weapons and the Soviet Union did?

Every plane that came off the pro-
duction rolls last year, every one that
will come off this year, every one that
will come off next year, and some of
them for years to come comes as a re-
sult of appropriations recommended by
Democratic Presidents and passed by
Democratic Congresses, for it takes from
3 to 7 or more years to build a plane,
according to its type.

Our military strength is an important
and in fact a necessary element in carry-
ing out our national objectives in con-
nection with our foreign affairs. The
gentleman from Missouri answered some
questions, but there are serious doubts in
my mind that our country is strong
enough today to deter a sneak attack.
Certainly we are not strong enough to-
day to negotiate around the bargaining
table because we have seen what has
happened. We are in Geneva. Youcan-
not blame the Democrats for Geneva. A
speech was made at the Propeller Club
by Secretary Dulles that should never
have been made. He said there would be
“united action” and he did not have an
agreement. He should have had an
agreement with England, France, and
other countries before he made that
speech; otherwise he should never have
made the speech. When I read that
speech I assumed he had an agreement
signed and sealed that England, France,
and other countries would carry out cer-
tain things in conjunction with ourselves
if Red China went too far; and we had
to find out by way of Berlin and Paris
only a few weeks ago that no negotiations
had been made and that he was hastily
over there trying to repair the damage
that he had done. Iknew it 3 days before
because I was at the conference in the
office of the Secretary of State. We were
very close then and if it were not for the
leaders on the Hill and the position they
took then, the situation would be entirely
different today. We were not told that
the Joint Chiefs of Staff were not in full
agreement until I asked the question.

The thing we should do if we are going
to err is to err on the side of strength.
I am one of the few who has the courage
to say that we ought to have more
strength and greater capacity. I said
that on the floor of the House only a few
weeks ago when the excise tax-reduction
bill was up for consideration. I said at
that time that if President Eisenhower
would recommend more appropriations
for greater defense and a continuance of
the expiring taxes the American people
would support him.

So the speech of the gentleman from
Missouri, chairman of the Committee on
the Armed Services, is a keen disappoint-
ment to me personally because it shows
me that as chairman of that committee
and looking behind what he said and in-
terpreting it, has not changed one iota
from what he was 13 years ago. So, if we
are going to make any error of judgment
we better err on the side of strength, not
on the side of weakness.

The Communists understand the lan-
guage of strength; they also understand
the language of weakness. I said on this
floor 4 years ago that the purpose and
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the intent of the Communist leaders was
to take over country after country by
internal subversion if they could, by
other means, if necessary, with the ulti-
mate objective of attacking the United
States of America. There is no question
but what that was their plan then and in
the several years that have transpired
since that plan has been definitely
unfolded.

I agree with the gentleman from Mis-
souri about being strong spiritually, but
I deny the fact that our pecple are not
strong spiritually. Perhaps we could
have greater spiritual strength, but the
people of America do have great spiritual
strength now. I agree with the signifi-
cance of that statement, but we have to
be all powerful from the military angle,
because the only thing that the Com-
munists respect is what they fear, and
remember too, Mr. Chairman, when you
are dealing with the Communists you are
dealing with persons who are possessed
of a world-dominating mind and a world-
bitter mind. They are out to destroy
every civilization, every country that does
not submit or agree with communism.
‘We have that cold, sinister, killer mind
to contend with and we have to prepare
ourselves accordingly.

So far as I am concerned, as between
dollars and liberty, I prefer liberty.

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent that all
debate on the pending paragraph do now
close.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read as follows:

TimiE I

NATIONAL SECURITY TRAINING COMMISSION

Salaries and expenses: For necessary ex-
penses of the National Security Training
Commission, including services as authorized
by section 15 of the act of August 2, 1946
(6 U. 8. C. 55a), at rates for individuals not
in excess of $50 per diem and contracts with
temporary or part-time employees may be
renewed annually; and expenses of attend-
ance at meetings concerned with the pur-
poses of this appropriation; $55,000.

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, as a member of the
Committee on Armed Services, I want to
compliment the Committee on Appro-
priations for turning in a magnificent
performance of which they can well be
proud. I also listened with a great deal
of interest to my very good and able
friend and colleague, the gentleman from
Missouri [Mr. SuorT], and I also listened
with a great deal of interest to my very
good friend, the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. McCormack]. And he also
is a very able Representative from a
great State, whom I greatly admire.
However, some of the things that he said
were just a bit too extravagant for me
to sit and listen to about what happened
in the previous administrations. I can
remain quiet no longer. I am glad that
the gentleman is present, because I want
to call to his attention some of the things
that happened in the previous adminis-
tration that he speaks about.

Mr. Chairman, back in 1949, when we
had a stabilized condition in Korea,
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when we had 50,000 troops in Korea, a
decision was reached to pull out the
50,000 troops, and I think the last 6,000
were moved out of Korea in December
1949, which was an open invitation for
the Chinese Communists to move in. At
that time I recall we had an authoriza-
tion bill of $17 billion before our com=-
mittee, the Armed Services Committee,
Mr. Carr ViINsoN, a great, farsighted
American, being chairman at that time.
The administration that he refers to,
that turned in, as he calls it, such a fine
performance, cut that appropriation
back from $17 billion to $13 billion. At
that time our good friend, the late be-
loved Secretary of Defense Jimmy For-
restal, went out, and in came Louis
Johnson. And they were still economy
minded. They were economy minded at
the wrong time and in the wrong place.
They cut it back a couple of billion dol-
lars more, this about 2 months before
Korea. They mothballed the fleet, they
canceled the carrier, Admiral Denfeld
was fired. They cut back the ground
forces, they cut back the Navy air; how-
ever, the most drastic mistake was the
cutback in the Air Force from 70 to 48
groups. You remember that. Certain-
ly you remember it. The gentleman
from Massachusetts says it takes from
6 to 7 years to build a plane. And you
remember back in 1950, when they cut
back the Air Force from 70 to 48 groups,
and we heard but little from that side.
If it takes 6 or 7 years to build a plane,
one can readily understand what this
action did to our Air Force. You hear
little about that.

So let us not forget. The gentleman
from Massachusetts called attention to
some of the things that happened in
the past, and I want to call his atten-
tion to what happened 2 months before
Korea. Suddenly, we got tough, and
we decided to move into Korea. So we
moved into Korea. And what did we
have? We had but little equipment,
a few obsolete tanks, a few bazookas,
and we sent our boys into Korea to
fight against one of the greatest mili-
tary machines that had ever been assem-
bled in the Far East. And what hap-
pened? We were nearly pushed back
into the sea at Pusan, the most humil-
iating incident that ever occurred in
the history of this Nation.

So we are here now talking about
preparedness and the necessity for
building our national defense. Infer-
ences have been made on the Repub-
lican side there is an effort to curtail
the defense program for economic rea-
sons. The facts are that we have in
this bill $28,727,000,000. We have a
carryover of $48,147,000,000, making a
total of $76,874,000,000 to be spent on
national defense within the next 2 years.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. GaviN
was given permission to proceed for an
additional 3 minutes.)

Mr. GAVIN. So we have $76 billion
to spend for defense. A million dollars
is one thousand thousand dollars. A
billion dollars is one thousand million
dollars. We have set up 76 thousand
million dollars for defense. So let fur-
ther talk about not giving the defense
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program every dollar they want be dis=
continued. The facts are that the pro-
duetivity of this Nation could not absorb
what we have already authorized and
appropriated to be spent on national
defense in the next 2 years—76 billion
dollars, So I do not want my friends on
the other side to intimate or infer that
we have been lax in any way. We have
recognized the need for building the
greatest military strength that the world
has ever known to meet any demands
that may be made upon us, any time,
anywhere in the world.

I would say that the Appropriations
Committee in bringing out this bill has
turned in a magnificent job and deserves
the hearty commendations of the Mem-
bers of the Congress, and any infer-
ences that the Republicans are trying
to be economy minded in this respect is
unfounded because it is not a fact. We
have $76 billion to spend in the next 2
years, to build a mighty defense
strength. Secretary of Defense Wilson
is doing a great job. We can well be
thankful we have a man of his ability
heading up our defense program.

May I say right now that without'ques-
tion we are making great progress in our
defense program. What we need. in
America is a reawakening, a reinspira-
tion, a rehabilitation of that spirit of
Americanism that has made our countx:y
great. I feel that we are now in a posi-
tion of growing strength, growing
steadily every day, and in a greatly in}-
proved position to meet any demands if
they should ever be made upon us or if
we should suddenly be catapulted into
a cataclysm of war.

Let us recognize that we in the Con=-
gress have appropriated some 76 thou-
sand million dollars to meet the needs
of our national defense program. We
in no way will discontinue this program
until we build the greatest military
strength we have ever had,

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr, GAVIN. I shall be glad to yield.

Mr. McCORMACK. Last year the
same arguments were made when we
were fighting for 143 air wings. The
gentleman'’s party took the position that
we should have 126 wings. That number
is now up to 137 in this budget, and I am
glad to see it. Who was right last year,
the gentleman’s party or our party?

Mr. GAVIN. Ihave always been for a
great national defense program, the
gentleman knows that.

Mr. McCORMACK. Did the gentle=-
man favor the 143 wings last year?

Mr. GAVIN. I am asking the gentle-
man today why he was not on his feet
when his administration eut the 70 air
wings to 48 back in 1950; an action that
set the Air Force back several years?

Mr. McCORMACK. I will say to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania that the
gentleman from Massachusetts was on
his feet.

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. Mr. Chair-
man, as the Members of the House know,
it is hoped to conclude this bill today. I
have no desire to curtail debate at this
time, but I hope we will be able to pro-
ceed with the reading of the bill,

Chairman,
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Mr. Chairman, T ask unanimous con-
sent that all debate on this paragraph
do now close.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read as follows:

TrtLe IL
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
Office of the Secretary of Defense
Salaries and Expenses

For expenses necessary for the Office of
the Secretary of Defense, including hire of
passenger motor vehicles; and not to exceed
$60,000 for emergency and extraordinary
expenses, to be expended under the direc-
tion of the Secretary of Defense for such
purposes as he deems proper, and his deter-
mination therecn shall be final and con-
clusive; $12 million.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I have sat here and
listened to the very fine and commenda-
tory statements that have been made
about the subcommittee and I want to
take this moment to express my appre-
ciation.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last two words.

Mr. Chairman, there would be no rea-
son for taking the time of the House at
this time since I am not a member of
either of the committees concerned, un-
less we had a matter of paramount im-
portance facing us which deals with the
foreign policy, which is the concern of
the committee upon which I serve, and
which is very pertinent to this discus-
sion.

We are going to be faced by an amend-
ment from my colleague from New York,
of which all the Members have been ap-
prised, and which seeks to limit very
materially the powers of the President,
as Commander in Chief, in the command
of the Armed Forces of the United
States.

This amendment bears very directly
upon the subject which has just been
discussed between the majority and the
minority sides, and for this reason. It
is my deep conviction that if we are in
any danger of defeat by the Commu-
nists—and no man would be adult who
would not endeavor to be sure that we
can win—it will not be because we are
bleeding ourselves white economically.
The power of the American industrial
machine, and of the American industrial
production is, in my opinion, even now
not yet fully appreciated. Just to give
a few figures to those who fear a na-
tional debt of $275 billion; a conservative
estimate by, I believe, the National
Industrial Conference Board shows that
our tangible national wealth is not less
than $800 billion—that does not mean
we should be extravagant or go hog wild:
it does mean that we are on very firm
ground economically.

The grave danger today is in seeing
our will to resist weakened, our suspi-
cions of each other heightened, and our
divisions made deep and permanent.
That is the danger of the kind of debate
that has taken place just now, especially
in the face of the kind of amendment
that is going to come up, It is a plausi-
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ble amendment—in that the Congress is
ostensibly asked to be asserting its right
to see that the President does not com-
mit our troops in Indochina unless the
Congress agrees. But it is danger-
ous in its view because it fails to
recognize that today our defense cannot
be shackled by depriving ourselves of the
timely opportunity to protect our na-
tional security—our defense today is in-
tercontinental, to avoid world war III,
and not just a matter of defending the
borders of the United States. And that
is the way in which we and the other free
peoples might have had a chance to
avert World War II—by stopping Japan
when she went into Manchuria, and by
cracking down on Hitler when he went
into the Rhineland, and by not having
tolerated aggression anywhere in the
world when we ought to have known that
it is inevitable when aggression is got-
ten away with by the Communists or
anybody else that ultimately it only
breeds more aggression, until it is im-
possible to take it any more in terms of
security and peace and a world war
results.

I would like to answer my colleague,
the gentleman from Massachusetts who
asked, I think, a very important ques-
tion, as to whether in the view of the
gentleman who was then speaking, the
very distinguished chairman of the
Armed Services Committee, the Soviet
Union was deterred by fear of American
power in not attacking us. I believe the
Soviet Union is deterred by fear of
American power in not attacking us. I
believe the Soviet Union is deterred by
fear of American power in not attacking
us directly, but I believe that the Soviet
Union believes in the opinion of its Com-
munist masters and their appraisal of
public opinion and the general attitude
in the United States, that it can get
away successfully with attacking us in-
directly. They tried it in Korea where
we finally had fo accept a stalemate,
about at the point where the aggression
started and now they are trying it in
Indochina. From what we hear includ-
ing this kind of amendment I am dis-
cussing, we have to be careful that no
Soviet leader has a right to conclude
that we will not stand up and do our
share with other free nations, if need
be and there is reasonable prospect of
repelling aggression, from the frontiers
of our own security, which in fact may
prove to be far away from our shores
and even on the other side of the Pacific.

It is our duty in this Congress out of a
sense of deep responsibility to face that
issue, because it is before us and we
must face it and no one else will face it
for us.

Mrs. CHURCH. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman ask unanimous consent
that his time may be extended for 1
minute, to answer a question?

Mr, JAVITS. I will be glad to do so.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection,
the gentleman from New York is recog-
nized for 1 additional minute.

There was no objection,

. Mrs. CHURCH. I certainly do not
feel that the gentleman from New York
yields to anyone in his patriotism or in
his fight upon Communism. I would like
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to ask the gentleman this question, how-
ever. Does he not believe that such de-
cision to deter aggression at the time of
Hitler or during the other instances
cited or now, where according to his
statement we should not hesitate to deter
aggression should have been made not
by any President but by the Congress of
the United States, representing the peo=-
ple who sent them here?

Mr. JAVITS. There is no question
about the fact that we should face the
responsibility here ourselves, and I
hasten to point out to the gentlewoman
that we face the responsibility as a Na-
tion by making the decision here in the
Congress or by honoring the power given
to the President under the Constitution
and that both decisions are our decisions
as a Nation.

We should pass upon an amendment
like this. The only point I make is that
we should turn it down decisively because
that, too, is an exercise of our power and
our direction as to how the whole effort
to secure our country shall go. We
should not telegraph to the other side
what we will or will not do. We should
keep them in the greatest doubt. At
the same time in answer to the views of
the gentleman from Massachusetts, we
should point out that we do not consider
that we are going to lock up our strength
in the United States, but that we consider
it strength to be used for our defense
and the defense of freedom when ag-
gression threatens our vital national in-
terest. Let us not forget that the attacks
at Pearl Harbor took place in Hawaii
almost 2,000 miles away and not in Cali-
fornia.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New York has expired.

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent that all
debate on this paragraph do now close.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read as follows:

Office of Public Information

For salaries and expenses necessary for the
Office of Public Information, $500,000.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike out the last
word.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. McCormack] closed
his very forceful, eloguent, and perhaps
political plea with the statement that as
between dollars and liberty he would
choose liberty.

Well, I assume if the issue was that
simple, no one would prefer dollars rath-
er than freedom. The gentleman’s
views are, on that point at least no dif-
ferent than those of the rest of us.
Hence similarity, if any, of his statement
to Patrick Henry's “Give me liberty or
give me death” speech arouses in me no
high blood pressure. The issue as I
understand it is not quite that simple.
I might add that the criticism by the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
McCormack] of the majority leader, the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. HALLECK]
was in my opinion entirely unwarranted.

The gentlemen are not so far in dis-
agreement. Apparently the gentleman
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from Massachusetts [Mr. McCoRrMACK]
thinks we should spend everything in
sight, everything we can borrow for na-
tional defense, while the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. HALLECK] seems to believe
in the views that were stated by our
Vice President when he answered Mr.
Stevenson on March 13.

On that occasion, Vice President
Nixon, speaking of the issue of commu-
nism and the containment of commu-
nism, among other things said:

We found—

That is, when the Republicans came
to power—
that, despite record spending for military
purposes, that in our efforts to be strong
everywhere, we weren't strong enough any-
where. And since our former policy failed,
we then asked ourselves the question what
kind of a new policy should we adopt, and
in determining what that policy should be,
we decided to find out what the men in the
Eremlin were up to.

We found that militarily their plans, ap-
parently, were to destroy us by drawing us
into little wars all over the world with their
satellites. However, where they must be
alone, and where, due to our inability to
bring to bear our great superiority on the
sea and In the air that we were unable to
win those wars. We found that economi-
cally their plan, apparently, was fo force the
United States to stay armed to the teeth, to
be prepared to fight anywhere, anywhere in
the world that they the men in the Eremlin,
chose. Why? Because they knew that this
would force us into bankruptcy, that we
would destroy our freedom in attempting to
defend it.

Well, we decided that we would not fall
into these traps. And so we adopted a new
plan, and that new plan, summed up, is this:
Rather than let the Communists nibble us to
death all over the world in little wars, we
would rely, in the future, primarily on our
massive, mobile, retaliatory power which we
could use at our discretion against the major
source of aggression at times and places that
we chose,

Perhaps we should all remember that
what is said in the well of this House
is nothing more than the opinion of
the individual who is speaking.

If I understood the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. HaLLEck] correctly, all he
argued was that he, too, believes in the
views expressed by Vice President Nixon,
and to which I subsecribe, that we should
have an adequate national defense, but
that we should not destroy ourselves by
spending all of our energy, all of our
dollars, all of our manpower everywhere
throughout the world where the Com-
munists might instizate a war.

The substance of the argument of the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. HALLECK]
as I got it was that we should not bank-
rupt ourselves, destroy our freedom, by
being enticed into futile wars. That is
the same thing that was expressed some
time ago by our Vice President.

Just how are we to balance the de-
mands for defense against our ability
to pay and retain our economy is a ques-
tion to which I assume no one can give
the precise and adequate answer. So
each of us must follow his own judgment
and vote for such sums, at least I shall,
as the committee may recommend—the
armed services need—because I assume
they have more knowledge than have L
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I know not the need of the armed
services and I assume very few Members
of this House have personal knowledge
of these needs. All I can do is to ac-
cept the advice of those who are trained
in national defense; then unceasingly
check on their expenditures to see that
the money is not wasted.

Perhaps, in addition, through acts of
Congress, I may assist in the effort to
prevent us becoming so frequently in-
volved in the affairs of other nations that
the need for military preparedness may
not be so great.

Another purpose in speaking at this
time was to further call attention fo
what the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. McCormack] said. He said, “Who
made the decision as to the atomic
bomb?” And he answered, “Mr. Tru-
man.” “Who made the decision as to
the H-bomb?” And he replied, “Mr.
Roosevelt.”

Mr. McCORMACK. It is the other
way around.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. All
right. Admitting that those two gentle-
men made those two decisions, I ask one
question: Who got us into the situations
which made those decisions necessary?
‘Who created the conditions which got us
into two wars? The same two gentle-
men you mentioned?

Mr. GREEN. Hoover.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Oh non-
sense—your theory would bear out the
assertion that Hoover was responsibile
for the flood.

Mr. McCORMACK. I will answer
that. Do you want an answer?

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I would
not have asked the question if I did not.

Mr. McCORMACK. The Communists.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Oh.
Again, what nonsense., The Commu-
nists did not leave Pearl Harbor unpro=
tected. They did not force us to par-
ticipate in the war on Germany before
war was declared. Roosevelt did that.
The Communists did not withdraw our
troops from Korea—invite the Commu-
nists in—then send our men into that
war. Truman did that. That is to say,
the substance of his answer is that the
Communists stated for Roosevelt and
Truman what policy should be followed.
Shaped the events which determined the
policy of Roosevelt and Truman. Is that
not a fine thing to admit?

I knew there were a lot of Communists
in policymaking positions in the two
previous administrations, but I never
thought I would see the day when the
party would admit, through their leader-
ship, through the whip today, the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr., Mc-
Cormackl, that the Communists formu-
lated and put into effect the policies of
the last two administrations. Is that
not something to think about? That is
what was said.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Michigan has expired.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr, Chairman, I
do not want the gentleman to revise his
remarks. My answer shows that the
Communists throughout the world have
brought about this situation.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Do not
worry. Your statement may stand.
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The three futile world wars came—as
did a national debt of more than $250
billion—as the result of the New Deal
policies and programs.

And one more: Who was responsible
for the mess which resulted in the po-
litical overthrow of your party?

Mr. GREEN. Which mess? The mess
going on now?

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. The
mess, the corruption—that bunch of
crooks and their works that you left us
as a gift when you died politically on
November 4, 1952.

Mr. GREEN. How about the mess
that is going on now?

Mr. PATTEN. What about the Mec-
Carthy business? Isthata mess?

The CHAIRMAN. The Committee
will be in order.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Person-
ally I have no objection to 3 or 4 people
trying to answer my apparently simple
question, but to get back to my point,
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. HaL-
LECK], expressed, as I think, the true an-
swer to the issue which we have here:
That, in making appropriations for our
national defense, no matter how neces-
sary they may seem to be, we should
not go so far as to destroy here at home
not only our own freedom and liberty,
but also our ability to defend ourselves.

Not being allwise, not military experts,
few of us can actually know whether the
armed services should be given twenty-
eight billion, ten billion, or a hundred
billion.

All we can do—at least, all I can
do—is to assume that those who have
expert knowledge of world affairs, of
military strategy, when they come asking
us for billions, are just as patriotic; have
at least adequate knowledge of the abil-
ity of our taxpayers to pay, and then
grant their requests, even though those
demands seem exorbitant.

Voting on those requests, I should, and
I will, keep in mind the necessity of not
enslaving our people, destroying our
freedom and our liberty, by, speaking
figuratively, as did the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. McCormMAcKk], chain
them to the wheels of a military chariot,
driven by a military dictator.

Nor will I destroy our people’s welfare,
their liberty, their ability to provide for
themselves, our independence as a na-
tion, by falling into step with those in-
ternationalists who seem to have lost all
faith in our form of government, in the
courage, the endurance, the ability of our
people to produce, and to meet and suc-
cessfully resist all foreign foes.

The Clerk read as follows:

Trre IIT
INTERSERVICE ACTIVITIES
Claims

For payment of claims by the Office of the
Secretary of Defense, the Army (except as
provided in appropriations for civil functions
administered by the Department of the
Army), Navy, Marine Corps, and Air Force,
as authorized by law; claims (not to exceed
£1,000 in any one case) for damages to or
loss of private property incident to the oper-
ation of Army and Air National Guard camps
of instruction, either during the stay of units
of said organizations at such camps or while
en route thereto or therefrom; claims, as
authorized by law, for damage to property of
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railroads under training contracts; and re-
payment of amounts determined by the
Secretary of the Army, the Secretary of the
Navy, or the Becretary of the Air Force, or
officers designated by them, to have been
erroneously collected from military and civil-
ian personnel of the Department of the Army,
Navy, and Air Force or from States, Territo-
ries, or the District of Columbia, or members
of National Guard units thereof; §7,680,000.
TrTLE IV
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
Military personnel

For pay, allowances, individual clothing,
interest on deposits, and permanent change
of station travel, for members of the Army
on active duty (except those undergoing Re-
serve training); expenses incident to move=-
ment of troop detachments, including rental
of campsites and procurement of utility and
other services; expenses of apprehension and
delivery of deserters, prisoners, and soldiers
absent without leave, including payment of
rewards (not to exceed $25 in any one case),
and costs of confinement of military prison-
ers in nonmilitary facilities; donations of
not to exceed $25 to each prisoner upon each
release from confinement in an Army prison
(other than a disciplinary barracks) and to
each person discharged for fraudulent en-
listment; authorized issues of articles to
prisoners, other than those in disciplinary
barracks; subsistence of enlisted personnel,
selective service registrants called for induc-
tion and applicants for enlistment while
held under observation, and prisoners (ex-
cept those at disciplinary barracks), or re-
imbursement therefor while such personnel
are sick in hospitals; and subsistence of su-
pernumeraries necessitated by emergent
military circumstances; $4,150,479,000: Pro-
vided, That section 212 of the act of June 30,
1932 (5 U. 8. C. 59a), shall not apply to re-
tired military personnel on duty at the
United States Soldiers’ Home: Provided fur-
ther, That the duties of the librarian at the
United States Military Academy may be per-
formed by a retired officer detailed on active
duty.

Mr. DONOHUE. Mr. Chairman, I of-
fer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. DONOHUE: On
page 8, line 21.

Mr. FORD (interrupting the reading
of the amendment). Mr. Chairman, I
make the point of order that the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Massachusetts is premature. We have
not as yet concluded the first paragraph
of title IV.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Michigan is correct. The point of
order is sustained.

Mr. PRICE. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike out the last word.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Illinois is recognized for 5 minutes.

(On request of Mr. McCormMack, and
by unanimous consent, Mr. PRICE was
granted 3 additional minutes.)

LESS ARMY COMBAT EFFECTIVENESS FOR LESS
MONEY

Mr. PRICE. Mr. Chairman, the prom-
ice of “more defense for less money,” was
at the heart of the Eisenhower adminis-
tration’s defense program. This was
sometimes jocularly referred to as “more
bang for a buck.”

In the President’s budget message sub-
mitted to Congress this year, it was
stated:

We expect to improve the combat effective-
ness of our forces by the application of new
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weapons and new technigues, and ultimately
achieve far greater flexibility than hereto=-
fore attainable. (Budget message, p. M39.)

Further, in the same message it was
stated:

Under the long-range plan recommended
by the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the number of
Army divisions may be less than those cur-
rently organized, but increased mobility and
the availability of modern weapons will
provide each division with increasingly
greater striking power (ibid., p. M44).

Also in the President’s state of the
Union message, we were assured by
President Eisenhower that—

As we enter this new year, our military
power continues to grow.

More recently, we have been assured
by the Secretary of Defense, in his re-
cently released semiannual report, that,
in Secretary Wilson’s words:

We have devised a strategy that permits
the selection of those force elements and
weapons systemrs which provide the great-
est combat effectiveness. (Semiannual re-
port, March 15, 1954, p. 2.)

In the Secretary of the Army’s section
of the same report, we were told by Sec-
retary Stevens, in his words:

We are continuing to take every possible
step to increase the combat effectiveness of
units. (Semiannual report, p. 18.)

Mr. Chairman, to keep the record
straight, and that we may go into this
defense appropriation with our eyes
open, it is necessary to review briefly the
most recent testimony of Army leaders
regarding what this budget has done to
the Army’s combat effectiveness.

It is clear from what I have recalled
above that most of our top defense offi-
cials have assured us that we have not
altered our military combat effective-
ness. But let us be reminded of the
views of Gen. Matthew Ridgway and
Secretary of the Army Robert T. Ste-
vens on this question.

In testimony before the appropria-
tions subcommittee for the Department
of the Army, the Army Chief of Staff,
General Ridgway, was asked this ques-
tion:

Do you feel under this budget * * * that
the Army will be able to maintain or increase
combat effectiveness above the present level?

General Ridgway's reply was:

No, sir; I would not think we can improve
combat effectiveness. I think all the im-
provements that are going on all the time
will increase the relative combat eflective-
ness unit-for-unit, but a reduction in the
order of magnitude that we are making will
certainly when completed leave us with less
combat effectiveness than we had when we
started. (Hearings, p. 54.)

Further, General Ridgway was asked:

Then those new weapons will not be of
particular benefit to you in replacing ground
forces during the coming fiscal year?

Answered General Ridgway:

I think that is a fair statement; yes, sir,
(Hearings, p. 54.)

General Rideway was backed up in his
estimate of the situation by Army Sec-
reary Stevens, who also said:

It is true, as the general indicated, that
the overall combat effectiveness of the Army
by the end of 1855, even with gains we could
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make with improved weapons, will be some-
what less than it is today. (Hearings, p. 55.)

Let us all be aware, Mr. Speaker, of
these significant statements by the Army
Chief of Staff and the Secretary of the
Army. Our Army’'s combat effectiveness
is being decreased in the coming year.
Whether this is being made up by the
development of other weapons, in other
branches, is debatable. I suppose it de-
pends to a great extent on how much
value you are willing to place today on
the foot soldier. It seems quite clear
that this administration is placing less
emphasis on ground forces.

What we have here, in the testimony
of General Ridgway and Secretary
Stevens, are words of warning regard-
ing the combat effectiveness of our Army.
During the coming year the calculated
risk is being increased. The American
people should be informed of this greater
gamble; and high tribute should be paid
to General Ridgway and Secretary
Stevens for their forthright words of

warning.

The situation is perhaps best summed
up by General Ridgway's candid ob-
servation:

The Army has been guided in the prepara-
tion of this budget by baslc economic and
strategic decisions which have been made at
a higher level. (Hearings, p. 42.)

Let us note especially the Chief of
Staff’s expression of concern because, in
his words:

We are steadily reducing Army forces—a
reduction through which our capabilities will
be lessened while our responsibilities for
meeting the continuing enemy threat remain
unchanged. (Hearings, p. 34.)

Finally, Mr. Chairman, the record
should show the following disturbing
fact. Let all my colleagues listen care-
fully to these words of Gen. Matthew
Rideway:

The military power ratlo between western
defense capability and the Soviet bloc’s of-
fensive capability is not changing to our
advantage. (Hearings, p. 43.)

All of this reminds me of Adlai Steven-
son’s advice:

Let's talk sense to the American people.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Roosevelt: At
line 12, page 6, after the figure “$4,150,479,-
000", insert the following: “plus such other
amounts, from the funds available to the
Commodity Credit Corporation for price sup-
port to producers of milk, butterfat and the
products of milk and butterfat, which the
Secretary of the Army requires in order to
make avallable to each of the persons herein
described, a minimum daily ration of 1 quart
of whole fluld milk in addition to such
other amounts of milk products to which he
is entitled.”

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I make a
point of order against the amendment
offered by the gentleman from New York.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Would the gentle-
man withhold his point of order?

Mr. FORD. I would be glad to re-
serve the point of order.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. I thank the gen-
tleman.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is
very simple. It says that the milk ra-
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tion for the men in the Armed Forces
will be increased from 1 glass of milk a
day, which is the present ration, to 1
quart of milk a day. That does not seem
very much for the boys who are drafted
into our Armed Forces. May I say that
this amendment will cost the Federal
Government nothing; in fact, it will
actually save the Federal Government
dollars and cents.

This is important to the dairy farm-
ers of our country. I might point out
that the State of New York is the sec-
ond most productive State of dairy prod-
ucts, so it is important to my State. It
is important to them for this reason,
that this will use 10 percent of the sur-
plus. But, it is more important than
just using 10 percent of the surplus. If
that surplus goes into dried milk, into
butter, into cheese, and then into stor-
age, it means a limited return to the
dairy farmer, but if it is sold as fluid
milk, the dairy farmer gets in dollars
and cents about half again as much for
that product.

Mr. Chairman, if this amendment is
adopted, it will save the Federal Govern-
ment the cost of storing this surplus in
the form of butter, cheese, and dried
milk. That is a very expensive opera-
tion at the present time, and that cost to
the Federal Government through the
Commodity Credit Corporation will be
saved. Therefore, since this is merely
transferring funds already appropriated
for purchasing and storing surplus milk,
so as to use it in its fluid condition for
the benefit of men and women in our
Armed Forces, this will not cost Uncle
Sam a dime. In fact, it will save Uncle
Sam present storage costs. It seems to
me that this amendment has great merit
for the better health of our Armed
Forces and for the economic drive to
save money for our taxpayers. It will
mean an increase in the income of our
dairy farmers at a time when they are
suffering a serious reduction.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ROOSEVELT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. I want
to join with the gentleman and also
commend him for offering this amend-
ment. This is a very important amend-
ment to California, like it is to New York,
and I think the gentleman has a very
constructive way to handle a very dis-
tressing and troublesome surplus.

I am also very sorry that a point of
order was raised against it, but I appre-
ciate that points of order must be raised
in certain situations. But I hope we can
find some way to put into effect what
the gentleman has in mind in order to
help dairy farmers who are now in great
distress in various parts of the country.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Ithank the gentle-
man.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ROOSEVELT. I am glad to yield
fo the gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. I, too, want to commend
the gentleman. I think the gentleman
ought to point out to the Members of
the House who are on the floor today
that the daily ration of fluid milk in the
armed services is one-half pint.
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Mr. ROOSEVELT. Itis a glass of milk,
such as the glass that I hold in my hand.
That is all that our boys in the Armed
Forces are getting today.

Mr. MILLER of Kansas. Mr. Chair=
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ROOSEVELT. I am glad to yield
to the gentleman from Kansas.

Mr. MILLER of Kansas. I should like
to say that the same condition applies
in Kansas. We also have an extensive
dairy industry there. I think we can all
agree that this Government could not
furnish any more nourishing food to our
soldiers than milk., The very thought
that they should be denied a reasonable
ration when we have it in surplus is
something which this Congress must
consider.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. May I add for the
benefit of the gentleman that all this
amendment will do is to take 10 percent
of our present surplus and, instead of
putting it into storage, to put it into
musecle and bone and the health and
welfare of our boys in the armed services.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield to me further?

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Iam glad to yield.

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman is now
referring to domestically produced milk?

Mr. ROOSEVELT. This is all domes-
tically produced milk; yes. This is in
fluid, fresh form. That is the way my
amendment reads.

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chuirman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ROOSEVELT. I yield to the gen=
tleman from Michigan,

Mr. FORD. The gentleman on March
6 circularized by letter all the members
of this subcommittee. And, speaking for
the subcommittee, I appropriate the
method by which he contacted us in ref-
erence to this amendment. Subsequent
to the receipt of the gentleman’s letter
I checked with the Army to find out the
facts from the Department’s side. I
have information here which indicates,
in reply to the contentions made by the
gentleman from New York [Mr. RooseE-
veLT] that several statements in his let-
ter, while they may be technically cor-
rect, in practical effect are inaccurate
and misleading. For example, the state-
ment made that each individual has an
allowance of one-half pint per day is,
I suspect, probably true, but the net
amount that each individual gets—and
they have made a number of tests
throughout the Army—is up to a pint
and a half of milk for his own consump-
tion.

I believe the Army, Navy, and Air
Force should emphasize milk consump-
tion by all personnel, however, the
method suggested by the gentleman
from New York [Mr. RooseverLT] is not
the practical way to accomplish the de-
sired result.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New York has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. ROOSE=-
VELT was given permission to proceed for
1 additional minute.)

Mr. ROOSEVELT. In cooking the
daily ration of the Armed Forces some
dairy products are presently used. That,
in my opinion, should continue and my
amendment contemplates that. All I
say is that the enlisted men and women
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should be entitled, instead of their pres-
ent allotment of 1 glass of fluid milk per
day, to receive 1 quart of fluid milk per
day.

li:[r. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ROOSEVELT. T yield.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New York has again
expired.

Mr. SIKES. I ask unanimous con-
sent, Mr. Chairman, that the gentleman
may have an additional minute so that
I may make an observation.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Florida?

There was no objection.

Mr. SIKES. I think what the gentle-
man is trying to do is a very fine thing.
I do not believe anybody in the House
would want to prevent it. However, I
do think it should be pointed out that
there is certainly no disposition on the
part of the Army or on the part of the
Congress to prevent the soldiers having
more milk if they want it. The prac-
tical sense of the situation is that the
wishes of the troops have been taken
under consideration. Many of them
prefer tea or coffee to milk. It is not
actually a matter of denying them ad-
ditional milk. It is a question of giving
them what they prefer. I agree with
the gentleman that it would be a fine
thing if they consumed more milk.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Let me say to the
gentleman that from my own personal
experience in destroyers in the last
war—and I had 5 years riding tin
cans—that the first thing my enlisted
men did when they hit the beach was
to go for a glass of milk. They may like
coffee, too, and I am not saying that
they should not have coffee, even though
the price goes through the roof. Also,
they may like tea. But I know that the
enlisted men of this country would be a
lot better off if they had more milk.

Mr. SIKES. Of course, the gentleman
knows that it is very difficult to store
fresh milk on a destroyer.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Yes; that is a dif-
ficult situation.

Mr, FORD. Mr. Chairman, I press the
point of order, based on the fact that
this amendment seeks to change existing
law, first; secondly, it seeks to provide
funds other than those provided in the
act; and, thirdly, I believe it seeks to
place additional duties on the Secretary
of the Army.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle-
man from New York [Mr. ROOSEVELT]
desire to be heard on the point of order?

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Yes, Mr. Chair-
man.

May I say in opposition to my friend
on the point of order that this does not
change existing law insofar as appro-
priations have been made. As I pointed
out, this does not call for any new appro-
priation. It merely marks the transfer
of existing appropriations for dispensa-
tion in accordance with the amendment,

The CHATRMAN. The Chair is ready
to rule.

The Chair is of the opinion that the
amendment is legislation on an appro-
Ppriation bill, and that the point of order
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is well taken. The Chair sustains the
point of order.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, the high-school ROTC
program, since its inception, has been
one of the most important reserve train-
ing programs offered by the armed serv-
ices. It has been of great value to the
high-school students and to the Army.
It has earned the high commendation
of those participating in the program,
of the school officials supervising the
program, and of leaders in the commu-
nity. Yet, several years ago, for some
unknown reason, the Army undertook to
cut down the program to a level which
amounted to its destruction.

I testified before the Armed Services
subcommittee urging support for the
high-school ROTC program, and I am
grateful that the committee agreed with
my views by allowing the full amount
requested by the Bureau of the Budget
for this training program. If I may
have the attention of the chairman of
the subcommittee, the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. Forpl, I should like to
refer his attention to the bottom of page
16, wherein the following paragraph
appears:

The committee is concerned about another
area in the utilization of manpower, where
it feels that an increase in the numbers of
military personnel assigned might well be
justified. In recent years the numbers of
military men assigned to the junior Reserve
Officers’ Training Corps program has been
decreased, and the budget estimate makes
no reference to an increase. The committee
suggests that the Army might find it pos-
sible to utilize some of the spaces found un-
necessary elsewhere in the sphere of high-
school ROTC instruction, particularly where
the local community vigorously supports the
program.

I should like to ask the gentleman
whether it is not the intention of the
subcommittee that the junior ROTC pro-
gram be operated on an efficient and
strong basis—one which will permit the
high schools in cities such as Chieago to
maintain a large effective program. Is
not that the intention of the Appropria-
tions Committee, I ask the gentleman?

Mr. FORD. The question asked by the
gentleman from Illinois can be answered
this way: The committee made no
change in the dollar amounts that were
requested by the Department of the
Army for the high-school program.
The funds requested for that program
were fully allowed. In addition, the
committee felt that the Department of
the Army should vigorously and aggres-
sively support those communities which
have, in turn, actively supported the
high-school ROTC program.

As the gentleman has pointed out to
our committee on two occasions, in the
hearings last year and again in the hear-
ings this year, the city of Chicago does
actively and aggressively believe in the
program. We in the committee think
that the Army should return that kind
of enthusiasm with equal enthusiasm by
the Army itself.

Mr. YATES. I thank the gentleman,
not only for his part in approving the
budget request, but as well for having
helped me in my efforts to restore the
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program to the status it enjoyed prior
to the unwarranted reduction by the
Department of the Army. There has
been a restoration in the staff of military
instruetors in Chicago high schools since
we began our fight over a year ago. The
program has not yet received the neces-
sary staff employed prior to the reduc-
tion by the Army, but the outrageous
cuts that had been made by the Depart-
ment of the Army have been corrected
in great measure. Today there are 13
officers and 53 enlisted men in the Chi-
cago schools handling the ROTC pro-
gram. Fourteen to 17 Chicago high
schools have only 1 enlisted instructor.
This is still an insufficient number even
though it is an improvement over what
it was in the past. In order for the
Chicago high-school program to be op-
erated properly, the bare minimum re-
quirement for Army personnel is 16 offi-
cers and 70 enlisted men, and I trust that
the Department of the Army will take
immediate steps to assign this number
of instructors to the Chicago school pro-
gram.

In the testimony that appears on page
927 of the hearings, in response to ques-
tions from the gentleman from Michi~
gan [Mr. Forp], Colonel Lindeman testi-
fied that when ROTC units in high
schools do not meet certain quotas, the
training programs are dropped. I know
it is the intention of the Appropriations
Committee, in view of the fact that the
program is so well appreciated and sup-
ported so vigorously in the city of Chi-
cago, that as other high-school ROTC
units are dropped, their instructor per-
sonnel will be made available for duty in
the schools of Chicago.

Mr. BROOKS of Lousiana. Mr,
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. YATES. I yield.

Mr. BROOKS of Louisiana. I think
the tendency all over the United States
has been to cut down the staff of the
junior ROTC. I think it is deplorable
that that tendency has occurred. There
is great enthusiasm for the junior ROTC.
They have done an excellent job and it
is very popular wherever it has been
inaugurated and carried on. I am very
glad that the gentleman has taken an
interest in it. I would like to add one
more word. We need a new ROTC hill
covering both junior and senior ROTC’s.
‘We need some reorganization. We need
a little more efficiency, and we need to
place just a little more emphasis and
more importance upon the ROTC pro-
gram. I hope that we can come to the
Congress within a reasonable period of
time with a new ROTC bill completely
overhauling and revamping the program
of both the junior and senior ROTC.

Mr. YATES. I thank the gentleman
for his remarks.

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent that all
debate on this paragraph do now close.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read as follows:

Maintenance and operations

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,

necessary for the maintenance and opera-
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tion of the Army, including administration
and rentals at the seat of government; medi-
cal and dental care of personnel entitled
thereto by law or regulation (including
charges of private facilities for care of mili-
tary personnel on duty or leave, except elec-
tive private treatment), and other measures
necessary to protect the health of the Army;
disposition of remains, including those of
all Army personnel who die while on active
duty; chaplains' activities; awards and
medals; welfare and recreation; information
and educational services for the Armed
Forces; recruiting expenses; subsistence of
prisoners at discriplinary barracks, and of
civilian employees as authorized by law;
expenses of apprehension and delivery of
prisoners escaped from disciplinary barracks,
including payment of rewards not exceeding
$25 in any one case, and expenses of confine-
ment of such prisoners in nonmilitary facili-
ties; donations of not to exceed $25 to each
prisoner upon each release from confinement
in a disciplinary barracks; military courts,
boards, and commissions; authorized lssues
of articles for use of applicants for enlist-
ment and persons in military custody;
civilian clothing, not to exceed $30 in cost,
to be issued each person upon each release
from confinement in an Army prison and to
each soldier discharged otherwise than
honorably, or sentenced by a civil court to
confinement in a civil prison, or interned or
discharged as an alien enemy; transporta-
tion services; communications services, in-
cluding construction of communication sys-
tems; maps and similar data for military
purposes; military surveys and engineering
planning; alteration, extension, and repair
of structures and property; acquisition of
lands (not exceeding §5,000 for any one
parcel), easements, rights-of-way, and simi-
lar interests in land, and, in administering
the provisions of 43 U. 8. C. 315q, rentals
may be pald in advance; utility services for
buildings erected at private cost, as author-
ized by law (10 U. 8. C. 1346), and buildings
on military reservations authorized by Army
regulations to be used for a similar purpose;
purchase of ambulances; hire of passenger
motor vehicles; tultion and fees incident to
training of military personnel at civilian
institutions; field exercises and maneuvers,
including payments in advance for rentals
or options to rent land; expenses for the
Reserve Officers’ Training Corps and other
units at educational institutions, as author-
ized by law; exchange fees, and losses in the
accounts of disbursing officers or agents in
accordance with law; expenses of inter-
American cooperation, as authorized for the
Navy by law (56 U. 8. C. 421f) for Latin-
American cooperation; not to exceed $4,396,-
400 for emergencies and extraordinary ex-
penses, to be expended on the approval or
authority of the Secretary of the Army, and
payments may be made on his certificate of
necessity for confidential military purposes,
and his determination shall be final and
conclusive upon the accounting officers of
the Government; $2,792,179,000.

Mr. JOHNSON of Wisconsin. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike out the last
word.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
New York [Mr. RooseverLT] offered an
amendment in regard to the consump-
tion of milk in the Armed Forces which
the Chair has just ruled out of order.

At this time, I wish to call the atten-
tion of the gentleman from New York
[Mr. RooseveLT] to the fact that I have
introduced a bill, H. R. 8600, and that a
companion bill has been introduced by
the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr,
CooLEY]l. Both of these bills have been
referred to the Armed Services Commit-
tee. My bill and Mr. CooLEY’s bill in-
crease the daily allowance of milk, but-
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ter, and cheese in the Navy ration and
require corresponding changes in the
Army and Air Force ration. Both my
colleague, the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. CooLEy], and I would
gratefully accept the support of the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. ROOSEVELT]
and any other Members of Congress in
securing a hearing for our bills before the
Armed Services Committee. I have writ=-
ten to all the members of the Armed
Services Committee requesting such a
hearing.

If our bills are enacted, the consump-
tion of fresh milk or its equivalent by the
armed services will be tripled. The use
of cheese will be doubled and the con-
sumption of butter will be increased sub-
stantially. The bills provide for an in-
crease in the daily allowance of fresh
milk for Navy personnel from one-half
pint to one quart. The evaporated milk
ration would be raised from 4 ounces to 1
pint, the powdered milk ration would be
increased from 1 to 4 ounces and the
cheese ration would be boosted from one-
half ounce to 1 ounce.

The bills direct the Presidenf, under
his administrative authority, to make
like amounts of dairy products available
to members of the other armed services.

I agree with the remarks of the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. ROOSEVELT]
that the amount of milk available to our
soldiers, sailors, and marines is tragically
low. I believe there is no sense in worry-
ing about so-called surpluses of butter
and milk when much of it could be used
to provide an adequate diet for the men
who defend our country.

The equivalent of 2.6 billion pounds of
whole milk from our domestic production
was consumed by the armed services last
year. They used 900 million pounds of
fluid milk and cream; 103 million pounds
of condensed and evaporated milk; 14
million pounds of dried whole milk; 10
million pounds of dried skim milk; 98
million pounds of ice cream, and 43 mil-
lion pounds of butter. Although this
may sound like a lot, still when you break
it down to individual consumption fig-
ures, it becomes an unwisely low amount.
I am convinced that the bills introduced
by Congressman CooLEy and myself
could very well be a partial answer to
the dairy surplus problem that confronts
our Nation. I also believe that we are
not faced with a problem of overproduc-
tion, but rather one of underconsump-
tion.

Mr. DONOHUE. Mr. Chairman, I of-
fer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. DoNoHUE: On
page B, line 21, after the dollar sign, strike
out “$2,792,179,000", and insert in lieu
thereof “$2,795,722,986.”

Mr. DONOHUE. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the REcorp,

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mr. DONOHUE. Mr. Chairman, the
fundamental purpose of this amendment
is to enable the Secretary of Defense,
through the Army Surgeon General, to
carry out Presidential instructions to
provide adequate medical and dental
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care for military personnel and their
families.

The immediate objective of this
amendment is to enable the Department,
of the Army to continue the full opera-
tion of Murphy Army General Hospital,
located in Waltham, Mass.

Testimony given by high military offi-
cials at a public meeting here yesterday
revealed the Surgeon General does not
want to close this admittedly superior
medical facility. Statistics and charts of
the treatment and services rendered at
this hospital from its inception to this
date demonstrated the resources of the
hospital have been consistently and fully
utilized. There is, therefore, no question
and no doubt concerning the positive
need for this medical military unit.

The location of the hospital, adjacent
to Boston, Mass., one of the greatest and
largest medical centers in the world, is
an admittedly superior advantage over
most other like hospitals. Patients are
thereby accorded the particular benefit
of observation and diagnosis, upon emer-
gency, by some of the leading specialists
and consultant civilian doctors in the
country, without any obstacle of lengthy
travel or contact difficulties. The mili-
tary professional hospital staff is thereby
easily afforded the educational and in=-
spirational opportunity of intimate asso-
ciation with the most learned and ex=
perienced medical authorities in the Na-
tion. Doctors, military personnel, and
their dependents can go or be brought to
the hospital in the speediest fashion as
the highway routes are of the most mod-
ern type. and Boston possesses one of the
largest and most efficient railroad and
air terminals in this country.

However, those are only a few of the
physical factors involved. This general
hospital is practically the only military
hospital in the First Army area. It is
designed to serve not only Massachusetts
but the entire New England area and
most of New York and parts of New
Jersey.

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DONOHUE. I yield.

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. It
is the only military general hospital east
of Valley Forge.

Mr. DONOHUE. That is right. Mili-
tary officials have stated that that par-
ticular area is the densest recruiting area
in the country.

If this hospital should close, those
needing treatment would have to go, at
great hardship, as far away as the gen-
eral hospital in Pennsylvania or Walter
Reed in Washington.

Mr. Chairman, the highest Govern-
ment sources have expressed grave con=-
cern over the many and increasing signs
of lowering morale among our present
and potential military personnel. In my
considered judgment, it is axiomatic that
a military unit is no better than the spirit
existing among its members, and the
morale of their families behind them,
despite whatever powerful war weapons
that may be possessed. I believe, and I
am sure you will all agree, it is only
commonsense to judge that assurances
to military personnel and their depend=
ents that their medical needs will be
fully and completely provided for is the




5752

major factor in the maintenance of a
high spirit and morale.

I must confess I know not how to
measure morale and spirit in dollars and
cents. As a Member of Congress, I am
as vitally interested in promoting econ-
omy as anyone, but I emphatically feel,
while we are granting billions to ques-
tionable allies, a comparatively small ex-
penditure to insure an essential high
spirit and morale in our fighting forces
and their dependents is a very sound in-
vestment in the security of this Nation.

With the threatening shadow of Indo-
china hanging over us, no man can fore-
tell the future. In the patriotic objec-
tive of preventing any further disastrous
decline in our Armed Forces morale, I
most earnestly and sincerely request and
urge you, my colleagues, to unanimously
approve this amendment in the national
interest.

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, the closing of this hos-
pital is in line with the overall program
of the Department of the Army to ac-
complish its job effectively and well with
a reduction in expenditures and a cut-
back in troop strength. I know of no
other way that you can cut back ex-
penditures except by making some
change in a previous program that costs
more. i

The Army’s program called for a clos-
ing of a total of three hospitals. The
hospital in Massachusetts was one of the
three selected. I think the Army has
tried to make an intelligent evaluation of
the necessity for this facility. The facts,
as I understand them, are as follows:
The total bed capacity is slightly over
500.

According to information that has
been given to me, the facility has been
used approximately 75 percent of the
time. The average bed occupancy has
been approximately 75 percent. I refer
you to a statement placed in the REcorp
by the distinguished gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. LaNE] at page A3069
in the daily CoNcrRESsIONAL RECORD of
vesterday. In other words, this facility
in the State of Massachusetts has been
used approximately 75 percent of the
time for the past year.

It must be pointed out also that with-
in a distance of 30 miles from Murphy
General Hospital is Fort Devens. At
Fort Devens they have a hospital facili-
ty which has a potential capacity of 800
beds. For the past year the hospital fa-
cilities at Camp Devens have been uti-
lized approximately 80 percznt.

The facility at Fort Devens is ade-
quate in the estimation of the Army to
handle the additional burden or patient
load thrown upon it if Murphy General
Hospital is closed.

In addition to the troops that are sta-
tioned in Fort Devens—as I understand
there are around 12,000 or 15,000—there
are only 4,000 additional military per-
sonnel in the area which the Murphy
General Hospital serves. In other words,
you wish to keep in operation a hospital
that would serve only 4,000 additional
personnel, when in reality the hospital
at Fort Devens could adequately take
care of this load.
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Mr. HESELTON. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. FORD. I yield to the gentleman
from Massachusetts.

Mr. HESELTON. It is my under-
standing that the Fort Devens Hospital
is what you call a station hospital. It
has no nursery; consequently, the bene-
fits to the dependents of servicemen will
be cut off entirely. I think I am stating
the facts in connection with it.

Mr. FORD. The Department of the
Army has tried to set standards for the
closing of hospital facilities. Under this
criterion, as I understand it, a hospital
must have a record of 88-percent utiliza-
tion. As I indicated before, the Murphy
Army Hospital just does not meet that
criteria.

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FORD. 1 yield to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania.

Mr. GAVIN. I understand—maybe the
gentleman can correct me if I am
wrong—that no hospital is ever used to
100-percent capacity. The best that can
be taken care of at any time is about 80
percent. If this hospital is being utilized
to 88-percent capacity then they are
overcrowded, I would say.

Mr. FORD. This hospital is not being
used up to the standard set by the Army.

Mr. GAVIN. Does the gentleman
mean the Murphy Army Hospital?

Mr. FORD. The Murphy Army Hos-
pital; yes.

Mr. GAVIN. It has been used. I
visited the hospital as a member of the
Hospital Subcommittee of the Commit-
tee on the Armed Services when an at-
tempt was made to close it in 1950, and
it has been used ever since.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Michigan has expired.

(On request of Mr. S1kEs, and by unan-
imous consent, Mr. Forp was allowed to
proceed for 5 additional minutes.)

Mr. GAVIN. We have been there to
look over that hospital. It is a very im-
portant hospital to Massachusetts and
the area, and, in my opinion, it would
be a drastic mistake if the Department
of the Army were to close it up. It is
needed, and needed badly.

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FORD. I yield to the gentleman
from Florida.

Mr. SIKES. I dislike very much to
find myself in disagreement with my
very able friend from Massachusetts
[Mr. DonoHUE], and other members of
the committee who want to see this hos-
pital continued. I certainly would not
willingly subsecribe to the denial of any
needed medical facilities for our Armed
Forces. However, I do want to second
what the chairman of the Army Subcom-
mittee has stated. This is the best judg-
ment of the Department of the Army,
considering the budget under which they
must operate and the troop strength for
which they must provide medical facili-
ties. It is an effort on their part to
carry on a more efficient operation and
at the same time to utilize more effec-
tively the limited number of doctors and
nurses that are available. We must take
those things into consideration and I
think we are on sound ground when we
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follow the recommendations made to the
committee by the Department of the
Army

Mr. FORD. I thank the gentleman.

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FORD. 1yield to the gentlewoman
from Massachusetts.

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts.
General Hershey’s office as of yesterday
said that the number of soldier personnel
being served out in Arkansas, which has
not been closed, was 98,000, whereas the
soldier personnel that would be served
and is being served by the Murphy Army
Hospital, and they take patients direct
from New York, is several hundred thou-
sand.

Mr. FORD. I may say to the distin-
guished gentleworran from Massachu-
setts that I regret exceedingly the ac-
cusations that have been made that one
geographical area was being preferred
over another. I do not think that was
the basis upon which the decision was
made. If we want to be sectional about
this situation, I may say that in the State
of Michigan we have a hospital closed
within the last 6 months. I daresay if
you wanted to add up all the people who
would be served in that area it would
equally match the population figures
cited by the distinguished gentlewoman
from Massachusetts, We have to rely
upon the intelligent, conscientious deter-
minations made by the people in the
Army who are, I believe, without any sec-
tional preferences.

Mr. BATES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FORD. I yield to the gentleman
from Massachusetts.

Mr. BATES. May I say to the gentle-
man that we met for 414 hours yesterday
with representatives of the Army on this
very matter, and I can say further to the
gentleman that a final determination by
the Army has not been made. The in-
formation has been filed by us and of-
fered to the Army on yesterday and it
will be offered to Secretary Stevens at
the earliest opportunity. But here is the
strange position we find ourselves in:
Unless the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Massachusetts is agreed
to there will be no way by which the
Army can operate this hospital, regard-
less of what determination they might
make, In fact, it does not do any good
unless we have the funds with which to
operate.

Mr. FORD. The record should be
made clear that for the Surgeon Gen-
eral’s utilization in this bill we have
around $179 million in fiscal 1955 for the
operation of hospitals, medical care, and
related activities. I cannot help but be-
lieve that if a decision was made by the
responsible people in the Department of
the Army to continue the operation of
Murphy Army Hospital, that out of the
$179 million available for this program
the Department could find adequate
funds to keep Murphy Army Hospital
open between July 1 and December 31,
Certainly, they could exist, and then they
could come back to the Congress in Jan-
uary for a supplemental, This commit-
tee, if the responsible officials in the
Army want funds to keep that fine hos-
pital open, would certainly concur.
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The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Michigan has expired.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from Michigan [Mr. Forp] be per-
mitted to proceed for 5 additional min-
utes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mr. BATES. I will say to the gentle-
man from Michigan that certainly was
our hope when we had the hearing yes-
terday.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, if
the gentleman will yield, by the way,
they said that this was excluded before
the budget came up, that is, any appro-
priation for Murphy Army Hospital, is
that correct; that this would have to be
done in order for them to carry it on?

Mr. BATES. Unless this action is
taken today, the hospital cannot possibly
remain open during the coming fiscal
year.

Mr. FORD. I will say to the gentle-
man from Massachusetts that if he will
turn to the hearings on page 746, it
indicates that the Department of the
Army on March 15 said that they had
closed Percy Jones Hospital in Battle
Creek, Mich., and they were going to
close two more.

Mr. BATES. They did not say any-
thing on page 746 about the Murphy
Army Hospital.

Mr. FORD. Earlier in the hearings,
General Palmer, who is G—4 in the Army,
on page 247 of the printed hearings,
listed the facilities that were to be
closed in fiscal 1954. Six have been
closed and six more are to be closed. He
lists on page 247 the closing of Murphy
Army Hospital, so that on March 1, any-
how, according to the printed record,
this hospital facility was to be closed.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr, FORD. I yield to the gentleman
from Massachusetts.

Mr. McCORMACK. The gentleman
referred to the fact that recommenda-
tions by the Army were made, and I
assume he meant from the Surgeon
General, because this is in connection
with hospitalization.

Mr. FORD. I am referring to the re-
sponsible people in the Army who have
:lhe job of making such recommenda-

ions.

Mr. McCORMACK. And -certainly
the gentleman would concede that the
Surgeon General would be one of them.

Mr. FORD. He certainly is a qualified
person, but I must say, and we all know
that oftentimes someone in a position
as responsible as the Surgeon General
has his decision overruled by higher au-
thority.

Mr. McCORMACK. The Surgeon
General certainly would be one of those
officials, would he not?

Mr. FORD. That is right.

Mr. McCORMACEK. On Ocfober 5,
1953, I received a letter from Surg. Gen.
George E. Armstrong in which he said in
reply to my letter:

The current plans of the Army Medical
Service do not contemplate that Murphy
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Army Hospital will be declared surplus to
the needs of the Department of the Army.
Murphy Army Hospital presently is sched-
uled to continue in operation as a specialized
treatment center.

I asked General Carter yesterday,
“Now, I construe that to mean not only
to the end of the fiscal year but at least
next fiscal year.” And he agreed that
that was a reasonable interpretation.
I asked him yesterday if there was any
different situation: “Is there just as
much need now for Murphy Army Hos-
pital as a specialized treatment center
today as there was on October 52" And
he said, “Yes.”

Mr. FORD. We have to go by the
printed record which is submitted to us,
and on page 247 of the hearings testi-
mony by General Palmer, G—4, of the
Army, indicates that Murphy Army
Hospital was surplus to the needs of the
Department of the Army.

Mr. McCORMACK. That was as of
what date?

Mr. FORD. March 1.

Mr. McCORMACK. Well, the repre-
sentative of the Surgeon General said
yesterday the first notice he got was
March 17. Is that not correct?

Mr. BATES. I believe that is correct.

Mr. McCORMACK. And on February
12 I had a letter from Secretary Stev-
ens over his own signature that the
decision had not been made and that a
survey was being made.

Mr. BATES. And General Carter
said also on page 746 of the hearings
that the Army-Navy Hospital in Arkan-
sas was going to be closed. Now he has
changed his point of view in that par-
ticular respect. The point that I was
trying to make with the gentleman was
this: We had a 4!5-hour hearing on
yesterday. Mr. Young, a representative
of the Secretary, said that he would con-
vey to the Secretary the remarks which
the Representatives from Massachusetts
made, but that if the Secretary makes
the determination that it is necessary to
continue the operation of a hospital in
Waltham, Mass., he will not have the
funds, according to Mr. Young.

Mr. FORD. May I answer the state-
ment by the gentleman from Massachu-
setts [Mr. Batesl? This bill will un-
doubtedly be approved here today with
or without the funds requested. But if
without—in other words, if this amend-
ment is defeated—then the bill will go
to the Senate. I am certain that this
bill will not be approved in that distin-
guished body within the next month or
two. The Army will have adequate time
to make up its mind as to whether or
not it should reverse itself in reference
to Murphy General Hospital.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has again expired.

(By unanimous consent (at the re-
quest of Mr, McCorMACK), Mr. ForD was
granted an additional 2 minutes.)

Mr. BATES. I should say to the gen-
tleman that it would work the other
way, too.

Mr. McCORMACEK. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield to me?

Mr. FORD. I yield to the gentleman
from Massachusetts.
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Mr. McCORMACE. Of course, I think
my friend recognizes that just turning
this over to the other body puts us in a
rather uncomfortable position. Here
we have the distinguished Speaker of
the House from Massachusetts; the dis-
tinguished ranking Republican of the
Committee on Appropriations from the
distriet in Massachusetts adjoining mine;
the chairman of the Armed Services
Committee of the Senate from Massa-
chusetts. And here is a promise that
we got that they would keep this hos-
pital open. The gentleman's committee
has done well, but they ought not to op-
pose this in the light of this evidence.

Mr. FORD. I will say that the potency
of the opposition which I face here to-
day, to be very realistic, is overwhelm-
ing. Nevertheless, the facts justify our
position in opposing the amendment.
We have just checked with the Depart-
ment of the Army, and information has
been given to me that instead of the
$3,500,000 that the gentleman from
Massachusetts has asked for in his
amendment, in reality, the only amount
that is needed in this section of the bill,
“Maintenance and operation,” for the
continuation of Murphy General Hospi=
tal in fiscal year 1955, is $739,896.

Mr. DONOHUE. Those were the fig-
ures given to us by the Surgeon General’s
Office of the Department of the Army
only yesterday.

Mr. FORD. The point that I am mak=
ing is that to keep a hospital open you
do not put all the money into the main-
tenance and operation portion of the
bill. There should be a part of the ad-
ditional funds in military personnel,
Army, section.

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I just want to say this
in this connection.

Whether or not this hospital is to be
kept open or closed must, of course, ulti-
mately rest in the decision of the Depart-
ment of the Army.

The Subcommittee on the Army who
heard the testimony from the military
officials, the subcommittee headed by the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Forpl
who has just spokern, made available
every dollar requested for hospital pur-
poses, except for certain reductions re-
sulting from a decrease in the price
levels in respect to certain supplies to be
acquired for those hospitals.

As a Representative from the State of
Massachusetts I have, of course, been
greatly interested in this hospital, in the
light of the need which so many people
in the community feel should be suffi-
cient to bring about favorable action on
the part of the Department of the Army.

The Massachusetts delegation for a
considerable period of time has been do-
ing everything in its power to bring
about a favorable decision. Only yester=-
day, as the gentleman from Massachu-
setts [Mr. Bates] has pointed out, there
was a long conference with officials of
the Department of the Army with a view
to presenting further evidence to this
end.

I have this morning received a letter
signed by Mr. T. A. Young, Special
Assistant to the Secretary of the Army,
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which under leave to extend my remarks
I include at this point in the RECORD:
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY,
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF THE ARMY,
Washington, D. C., April 29, 1954,
Hon. RicHArRD B. WIGGLESWORTH,

Chairman, Armed Services Subcom=
mittee, Committee on Appropria-
tions, House of Representatives.

DeEar Mr. CHAIRMAN: In accordance with
the request received as to the current status
of the Murphy Army Hospital, I should like
to submit to you the following informa-
tion:

The Murphy Army Hospital in Waltham,
Mass., was approved for inactivation in
March of this year, the inactivation to be
effective in June of this year. Subsequent
to the approval of the inactivation of this
facility, the Secretary of the Army directed
that the matter be reviewed. This review
is currently underway and information sub-
mitted by the various Members of the Mas-
sachusetts delegation, which was submitted
to the Department of the Army representa-
tives on April 28, during a hearing called
at the request of the Massachusetts dele-
gation, will be considered during the course
of this review.

Pending completion of this review and
final determination of the Secretary of the
Army concerning the future status of the
Murphy Army Hospital, no further action
is contemplated toward the inactivation of
this facility.

With highest personal regards, I am

Sincerely yours,
T. A. YounNG,
Special Assistant to the
Secretary of the Army.

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. As you will
note, the letter points out that a de-
cision was taken in March to inactivate
the hospital in June, that subsequently
the Secretary of the Army directed that
the matter be reviewed, that the review
is still underway, and that pending com-
pletion of the review and final deter-
mination by the Secretary of the Army
concerning the future status of the hos-
pital, no further action is contemplated
toward the inactivation of this facility.

Under the circumstances, as a per-
sonal matter I shall support the appro-
priation of whatever funds are neces-
sary for the continuation of the oper-
ation of the hospital with the under-
standing that if the decision of the Sec-
retary is favorable to continuing the
operation of the hospital the funds will
be available, and that if it is unfavor-
able the funds will not be utilized and
will revert to the Treasury.

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word, and rise in
support of the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I feel compelled at this
time to take the floor in defense of
Murphy General Hospital.

In 1950, as chairman of the Subcom-
mittee on Hospitalization of the Com-
mittee on Armed Services, I and the
members of that committee traveled
7,000 miles over this Nation reviewing
the hospitals at the time when the then
Secretary of Defense, Louis Johnson,
embarked on the program of cutting the
hospitalization in the armed services of
this country. Murphy General was one
of them. We went to Waltham, Mass.,
and went over every nook and cranny of
that institution. The gentlemen from
Massachusetts [Mr. DoNnoHUE and Mr.
PHiLBIN] came along and gave us abun-
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dant testimony on the need for this in-
stitution. The Surgeon General then
was very much exercised about the un-
warranted closing of this fine institution
in the First Army area.

We saw the hospital installation at
Fort Devens, which was not fit for hu-
man habitation, and it was our conclu-
sion and recommendation that we retain
and maintain Murphy General for the
needs of the Army, their dependents,
and for the good of the service, and to
be particularly available for the First
Army area, in which it was located.

We ought to keep this hospital. It is
one of the few, I understand, in our mili-
tary admitted to the American Hospital
Association.

We do not know what is coming by
those who are sponsoring our active par-
ticipation in Indochina, but let me tell
you this: Whether it be the First Army
area, the Second Army area, or the
Tenth Army area, every section of this
Nation will be in that war or any other
war if and when we participate in one.
We need this hospital. We have jump-
ing-off places in New England in case of
a conflict, and you know that. No part
of this Nation is totally independent of
any other. We have to keep our hos-
pitalization program a well rounded one.
I do not know what funds are necessary
to keep this fine institution in active
operation, but I know this: I will bet
my bottom dollar that the Surgeon Gen-
eral of the United States wants it, and
if the budget will permit, I guarantee he
will tell you that he wants to keep it
open. I think we owe a responsibility to
that area of this country in which the
First Army Corps is located. We owe a
responsibility to those fine people who
are so actively participating in our over-
all defense effort. We owe a responsi-
bility to the mission that this institution
fulfills, and we owe a responsibility to
our military. Let us vote whatever
money is necessary, and let us tell the
military and the Department of Defense
and the Department of the Army that it
is the sense of this Congress that that
hospital be not closed; that its mission be
sustained, that its mission be delineated,
and that its mission, if necessary, be
legislated here today. I make no refiec-
tion upon my fine colleague on the
subcommittee of the Committee on
Appropriations for the Military Estab-
lishment—you have done a fine job, but
we all have a responsibility. Let us give
these people and let us give this section
of our country in the First Army
area adequate hospitalization—anything
short of that is not only foolhardy but
very shortsighted and lacking in vision.
Let us vote for this appropriation today.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentlewoman from Massachu-
setts [Mrs. RoGERs].

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, as chairman of the Massa-
chusetts Republican delegation, I asked
the Massachusetts Members and other
interested persons to join in a meeting
vesterday to consider certain facts in
regard to the Murphy General Hospital
in Waltham, Mass. I am delighted to
state that the entire Massachusetts del-
egation gave their complete cooperation,
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and may I say that I am very grateful
indeed that all of the Members of the
delegation were represented. I am also
very grateful for the cooperation of the
Department of the Army and Depart-
ment of Defense for sending down to this
meeting high-ranking personnel to an-
swer questions in regard to this very
important matter.

I called this meeting yesterday for two
reasons. I think it was important to ob-
tain the facts in regard to the closing of
the Murphy General Hospital in Wal-
tham, Mass. The people of Massachu-
setts, as well as all of their Representa=-
tives in the Congress, and all other in-
terested parties, certainly have a right to
know these facts. Secondly, and what is
to me much more important, I called this
meeting to find out the constructive ways
and means of keeping this hospital open.
We are more concerned with keeping it
open than we are with details surround-
ing its closing.

The categorical statement had been
made that the Murphy General Hospital
in Waltham was closed in order that
a hospital in Arkansas might be kept
open. It has been alleged that the clos=
ing of the Murphy Hospital was brought
about by political pressure and political
considerations. At this hearing yester-
day this allegation was discussed and
was quite precisely, quite definitely, and
quite accurately considered.

It is my view our country is facing
very grave times. The international sit-
uation is serious. In spite of our desires
for peace and our prayers for peace we
do not know at this time the course this
great Nation must follow. Freedom is
challenged and a challenge to the exist-
ence of freedom is a challenge to the
existence of America.

In order to be constructive and to
be helpful, and in view of this tense
international situation, I suggest to the
Department of the Army and to the De=
partment of Defense that facilities such
as the Murphy General Hospital not be
closed. I request that the Murphy Gen-
eral Hospital be kept open for another
year or until we have a chance to ascer-
tain and determine whether or not its
facilities will be required because of war,
and God forbid that war should come.
In my view, this is no time to be reducing
the facilities which have a relationship
upon the defense of our country. We
cannot talk big at Geneva and talk little
to the people of Massachusetts and other
communities throughout this Nation.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to point
out that when the Murphy General Hos-
pital was closed in 1950 against my pro-
test and over the protests of a great
many in the First Corps area, it was only
2 or 3 months afterward that the so-
called police action was declared in Ko-
rea, the terrific Korean conflict was
underway and the Department of the
Army was forced to open and reactivate
the Murphy General Hospital. It is very
costly to close a large facility such as
the Murphy General. It is extremely
expensive to deactivate a hospital and
it is very expensive to reactivate a hos-
pital. In view of the Indochina situa-
tion today, I feel somewhat superstitious
about closing the Murphy General Hos-
pital at this time. If the hospital is
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closed there are no beds available for
the military personnel in the First Corps
area. From the Public Health Service
I am informed there is a shortage of
800,000 beds in hospitals devoted to civil=-
ian service, There is a great shortage
everywhere. The naval hospital serv-
icing the Boston area is operating at ca-
pacity and eannot care for the patients
normally served by the Murphy General
Hospital. Chelsea Naval Hospital can-
not assume such an increase. As a re-
sult there is no place for the Murphy
patients to go if the Murphy Hospital
is closed.

While attending the dedication of the
new research laboratory at the Bedford
Air Force Base, which is in my district,
I talked over problems with a number
of the military personnel.

One man said to me, “Mrs. ROGERS,
my wife is going to have a baby; and if
Murphy Hospital is closed, there is no
military hospital in this area where she
can go. If I should have to go to Indo-
china, how am I going to feel going away
when there is no hospital available to
take care of my wife? Prior to the de-
cision to close it, my wife could be taken
care of at the Murphy General Hos-
pital.”

Fort Devens also is in my district.
There are not enough beds at Fort
Devens to care for the additional pa-
tients caused by the closing of Murphy
General Hospital. There is a shortage
of beds everywhere, in both military and
civilian hospitals. In view of this fact
I hope my colleagues will approve an
additional amount in this appropriation
sufficient to keep the Murphy General
Hospital open.

This order to close the Murphy Gen-
eral Hospital has met with unanimous
opposition in Boston and throughout the
First Corps area. The people are thor-
oughly aroused. The people are deter-
mined, and so am I, to keep the Murphy
General Hospital open and in use. Bank-
ers, businessmen, professional leaders,
clergy, in fact everyone regardless of
politics, are united in this objective.
Everywhere the plea is to keep open the
Murphy General Hospital in Waltham,

It is a comparatively easy act for the
Congress to order young men and women
into the military service, and for them
to be sent to the four corners of the
world in the defense of our freedom and
our way of life. Surely we owe these
young Americans our cooperation and
our help here at home. Is it asking too
much to keep open and in use hospital
facilities already constructed and
already available for the care not only
of these service people but also their
dependents while they are giving so
much to their country?

Look into your hearts. Look into your
own feelings. Listen to your conscience.
Is it too much to ask that Murphy Gen-
eral Hospital be kept open in the heart
of the greatest medical center in the
world, in order to provide proper medi-
cal care to those entitled to it and who
cannot obtain it elsewhere? Is this too
much? My answer is that it certainly is
not. I think you, my colleagues, will
agree with me,
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The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. PHILBEIN].

Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment would
permit the continued operation of Mur-
phy General Hospital at Waltham, Mass.
It has been ably presented and advocated
by my very distinguished friend, our es-
teemed colleague, the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. DonoHUE], who rep-
resents the district in which the hospital
is located. I hope I will not be too repeti-
tious in this matter and that you will
bear with me while I review a few of
the facts.

At present the hospital is in operation
under a suspension order by the Army.
This hospital originally cost the Gov-
ernment about $5 million. It serves
thousands of armed services personnel,
including expectant mothers whose
young husbands are spread all over the
world protecting our Nation. This is the
only general Army hospital in New Eng-
land. If it is closed, armed services per-
sonnel and their dependents will have
to go about 400 miles to Valley Forge
Hospital at Phoenixville, Pa., to get ade-
quate medical care and treatment.

Murphy General Hospital is well built,
well equipped, and well staffed at the
present time. I would say to you it com-
mands perhaps the most distinguished
medical consultants and specialists in
the world. Certainly no metropolitan
area anywhere has better or more able
or more successful medical experts than
the Boston area. Boston is admittedly
a great medical center. People come
from all over the world to get the bene-
fit of the extraordinary medical skills,
care, and hospital treatment that are
available in that great city.

Why the Army should ever think of
discontinuing this splendid general hos-
pital and leave New England service per-
sonnel, their wives and families without
proper, available and adequate medical
and hospital care is quite beyond my
understanding.

This is not the first time that Murphy
General Hospital was sought to be closed.
Back in 1950, just a few months before
Korea, under a previous administration
I regret to say, some people who should
have known better ordered the closing
of this institution. This was done, just
as the present proposed closing is urged,
in the name of economy.

How ridiculous this situation is. Our
Nation is spending billions of dollars for
human welfare overseas, and denying
proper, adequate medical care and treat-
ment to the defenders of the Nation and
their dependents, their wives and chil-
dren, and even wounded and stricken
heroes of Korea. There is absolutely no
justification for this closing. There is
no possible justification for cutting off
the services of this urgently needed in-
stallation. The record is filled with tes-
timony that it is urgently needed. The
medical branch of the Army, which was
never informed of this proposed closing
until after the closing order was issued
by high level Pentagon pennypinchers,
has stated the need. We listened all day
to testimony from people who are well
informed giving us the facts. We have
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secured the facts from many reputable
sources. We are not relying alone on the
judgment of military authorities, but
other authorities who know what this
situation is. The able Surgeon General
of the Army is well aware of the need
for this hospital.

Mr. McCORMACE. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PHILBIN. I yield to my distin-
guished friend.

Mr. McCORMACEK. General Carter
testified yesterday before the delegation
that there is just as much need today for
the specialized treatment of wounded at
the Murphy General Hospital as there
was when General Armstrong wrote to
me on October 5.

Mr. PHILBIN. That is a very im-
pressive piece of evidence. There is in-
deed just as much need as there was
when General Armstrong informed you
there was need for this hospital last Oc-
tober. In my opinion, there is a much
greater need.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Massachusetts has
expired.

(By unanimous consent (at the request
of Mr. NicHoLsoN), Mr. PHILBIN was
granted 1 additional minute.)

Mr. NICHOLSON. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PHILBIN. I yield to my good
friend, the distinguished gentleman
from Massachusetts.

Mr. NICHOLSON. I was going to
make some remarks on this meritorious
amendment, but after listening to the
gentleman’s splendid explanation of the
question, I do not think it is necessary.
I think you have admirably covered
every point that should be covered.

Mr. PHILBIN. I thank the able gen-
tleman. I am happy to have his gen-

erous comment.

Mr. . Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent that all debate
on this amendment close in 10 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Kansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. McCORMACE. Mr. Chairman,
reserving the right to object, this is out-
side of the 5 minutes the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr, Lane] is en=-
titled to. He had been recognized and
yielded.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Eansas [Mr. ScrivNer] asks unan-
imous consent that all debate on this
amendment and all amendments thereto
close in 15 minutes, the first 5 to be used
by the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. Lanel. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. LANE. Mr. Chairman, far be it
from me to attempt to prolong this de-
bate; but may I repeat, as has already
been stated in this argument on this
amendment, that this matter is of grave
importance to the membership of Con-
gress from Massachusetts and the entire
delegation from New England.

This, Mr. Chairman, is not a party
matter. Proof of this is the fact that
at the public hearing yesterday we had
the present Governor of our Common=
wealth, the former Member of the House,
the Honorable Christian Herter; also
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Senator SALTONSTALL, who is chairman of
the Armed Services Committee of the
other body; and all the members of the
Massachusetts congressional delegation
from both the right and left side of the
middle aisle, all favoring the retention
of Murphy Army Hospital.

I am sorry, Mr. Chairman, that the
committee has seen fit to object to or
oppose this amendment offered by my
colleague, the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. DoNoHuUE], in whose dis-
triet this hospital is located. This
amendment merely seeks to add three-
million-odd dollars to the appropriation
in order that we may continue the Mur-
phy Army Hospital. I have no quarrel
with the committee that studied this
matter. It has made a recommendation
in reference to the appropriation for the
armed services, but as I read their report
I find little or nothing in the report that
could have been helpful to that commit-
tee in deciding whether or not the Mur-
phy Army Hospital should be retained.
There was little or nothing said by the
officers who testified in the early part
of March on page 247, where Lt. Gen.
W. B. Palmer stated at that time that the
Murphy Army Hospital was under con-
sideration for closing. Since then we
find that substantial evidence has been
offered, especially on yesterday, to the
Members of Congress that the Murphy
Army Hospital should be retained.

May I repeat, because of the fact some
Members were not present to hear the
excellent statement made by the gentle-
man from Massachusetts [Mr. Dono-
HUE], that this is the only Army hospital
in the First Army area, which includes
not only our New England States—
Massachusetts, Rhode Island, Connecti-
cut, Maine, New Hampshire, and Ver-
mont—but also goes into New York and
New Jersey. This hospital serves the
servicemen and their dependents in that
area.

This fine hospital is located in Wal-
tham. It is near Boston, and it is near
all those great university units and in-
stitutions that we have there. The
patients of the Murphy Army Hospital
derive the benefit of all the various medi-
cal clinics and those specializing in dif-
ferent branches of medicine who are on
the staff of the Massachusetts General,
Boston City Hospital, Children’s Medical
Center, Lahey Clinic, New England Medi-
cal Center, the Pratt Diagnostic Hos-
pital, and other institutions,

Also, Mr. Chairman, it derives the ben-
efit of the staff of the Harvard Medical
College, the Tufts Medical College, and
Boston University.

The bed capacity has already been
stated as being 515. So it is a substan-
tial unit. Although it was originally
established as a station hospital, over
the years it has rendered such excellent
service to our men in the armed services
and our women in the armed services
and their families and dependents that
it was made a regional hospital and now
is an Army general hospital.

May I say that from January 1 of last
year up to the early part of this year—
a period of a little over 1 year and 3
months—5,313 patients were admitted,
of which 2,200-plus were military and
3,000 were civilian, There were 913 ma-
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ternity cases and 537 military personnel
admitted direct from overseas. In that
same period of time there were 5,412 pa-
tients discharged, of which 2,347 were
military and 3,065 civilians, and of the
military patients 69 percent returned to
duty.

The average daily patient census is
437. Average beds occupied 320—264 are
military and 56 civilian. In the out-
patient service there were 59,705 visits,
including dental service, X-ray service,
laboratory service, occupational and
physical therapy, and so forth.

During the past 3 months the admis-
sions have increased sizably over the
same 3 months of last year by both mili-
tary and civilian personnel. The cost of
running this institution for last year was
$3,643,986.

There have been too many off-again,
on-again crises involving this hospital.
More and more it is beginning to look
that the Murphy Army Hospital is being
used as a pawn in a game, to the increas-
ing dissatisfaction of all veterans.

Nothing less than a firm commitment
from the Department of Defense that it
will not abandon this facility at this time
will satisfy the New England delegation
in Congress. We have been disturbed by
raids on our industries. Alerted by this,
we shall never permit the closing down
of installations maintained by the Fed-
eral Government here, in order to trans-
fer them elsewhere, under patronage
pressure from other sections of the Na-
tion.

Waltham is a heavily populated area
of New England that has more than its
share of our servicemen and veterans.

It is near Boston, which is the focal
point of the Northeastern United States.
Many of our veterans are suffering from
sicknesses or disabilities that cannot be
turned on or off by a directive from the
Pentagon. In some cases they may need
continuing care for as long as they live.

With this in mind, we want a promise
from the Department of Defense that
Murphy Army Hospital will be kept in
operation as long as it is needed in this
area. Furthermore, we want any thought
of abandonment ruled out.

Mr. Chairman, I sincerely hope that
this amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Massachusetts [Mr. DoNOHUE]
will be adopted so that adequate funds
may be appropriated to continue the
operation of the Murphy Army Hospital
in Massachusetts.

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr, Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Chairman, for
many months, the members of the Mas-
sachusetts delegation have been most
active in their efforts to prevent the in-
activation of the Murphy General Hos-
pital at Waltham, Mass.

The recent decision of the Department
of Defense to close this hospital was a
cruel and crushing blow to the more
than 700,000 veterans who live in the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts alone.
It is the only Army hospital in the entire
First Army Area, which comprises all
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six of the New England States, and parts
of New York, and New Jersey. The near-
est comparable Army hospital is the
Valley Forge installation, located at
Phoenixville, Pa.

The Murphy Army Hospital is one of
the finest medical centers in the United
States today. It is composed of 44 in-
dividual buildings connected by enclosed
corridors. The 1-story height of the
buildings which house the patients, af-
fords maximum protection in the event
of enemy attack. The hospital was the
first Army institution to be accepted for
membership by the highly regarded
Massachusetts Hospital Association. Its
location is ideal, for the reason that it
is close to many of the foremost medi-
cal schools and hospitals, and thus has
access for consultation to the very best
of medical and surgical talent which
could be made available anywhere. For
example, the medical schools include
those of Tufts, Harvard, and Boston
University. The nearby hospitals are the
New England Medical Center, including
the Pratt Diagnostic Hospital, the Massa-
chusetts General, the Boston City, the
Massachusetts Memorial, the Children’s
Medical Center, and the well-known La-
hey Clinie.

In the period from January 1, 1953,
through April 9, 1954, the official rec-
ords of the Murphy Army Hospital re-
veal that it admitted directly from over-
seas 537 military patients. The total
number of patients admitted during that
period were 5,313 of which 2,258 were
military and 3,055 were civilians. In ad-
dition, the Obstetrical Division delivered
913 babies. The hospital cares for from
at least 250 to 300 outpatient cases daily
of both servicemen and their families,
Approximately 35 percent of the patients
are from the New England area, the
great majority of whom are Korean
casualties.

It is imperative that adequate care be
provided for the military personnel and
their dependents in the New England
area. Ihope thatthe membership of the
Committee on the Whole will go on rec-
ord in support of the amendment to pro-
vide for the continued operation of the
Murphy General Hospital which has
been offered by my colleague, the Hon-
orable HaroLp D. DoNoHUE of Worcester,
Mass.

_The CHAIRMAN, The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from West Virginia
[Mr. NeaLl,

Mr. NEAL. Mr. Chairman, every ar-
gument that has been made here this
afternoon justifies retaining that hos-
pital in Boston. In the first place, the
Government has quite an investment.
This is a hospital investment. It can
be used for nothing else. Why close it,
then, if it is being utilized to three-
fourths of its capacity? It is not eco-
nomical, by any means, to close this in-
stitution. Should an emergency come
a little later, you will either have to re-
activate that institution or spend money
elsewhere to provide similar accommoda-
tions.

We should utilize the Government-
operated hospitals that we have all over
the country. There is a shortage of hos-
pitals and there is a shortage of private
beds everywhere. If you take away the
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Government-supported hospitals you are
only throwing that much more burden
on the other privately operated facilities.
These, already overcrowded, and not
able to accommodate civilian needs can=-
not be expected to serve military per-
sonnel.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. Borannl.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the amendment of my col-
league from Massachusetts [Mr. DoNno-
ruEl. Yesterday the Massachusetts del-
egation in the Congress held a morning
and afternoon conference with repre-
sentatives from the Department of De-
fense, the Army, the Surgeon General’s
Office, and delegations from the Federal
Employees Veterans Association, the
Disabled American Veterans, and a num-
ber of other people from veterans organ-
izations in Massachusetts. This con-
ference was arranged to determine why
the Murphy General Hospital was to be
closed. All of the evidence adduced at
this hearing clearly indicated that the
proposal of the Defense Department to
close this hospital was not justified. We
were informed that there was no recom-
mendation from the Surgeon General’s
Office indicating that this general hos-
pital should be closed. It seems that
the Department of Defense instituted
the order without giving proper evalua-
tion to the demands that have been
made, are being made, and will continue
to be made upon the facilities which this
institution has offered to servicemen
and their dependents in the entire New
England area. My colleagues from
Massachusetts this afternoon have out-
lined in precise detail just why Murphy
General Hospital should remain open.
I will not detain the House in reiterat-
ing those arguments. Suffice it to say
that the arguments in favor of continu-
ing the operation of this institution far
outweigh the decision to close it on the
ground of economy. When the military
establishments are making daily pleas
for volunteers for the armed services, I
cannot see how the slashing of fringe
benefits to military personnel and their
dependents would result in anything but
a rejection of volunteer service in our
Armed Forces. All of the facts and fig-
ures that have been quoted here this
afternoon emphatically indicate that
this hospital has rendered great service
to members of the military and some of
their dependents. The area serviced by
this hospital includes all of New Eng-
land, and parts of New York and New
Jersey. The elimination of this Army
general hospital facility would mean
that cases, the like of which have been
previously treated at Murphy, would
have to seek relief at some other Army
general hospital far removed from this
locality. This is a burden which should
not be placed upon servicemen and their
dependents. For these reasons and for
the many others that have been pointed
out by our congressional delegation, I
trust that the amendment of Congress-
man DoNoHUE will be adopted.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr, CurTISl,
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Mr. CURTIS of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in support of the
amendment. The Army has announced
that it is going to reconsider the closing
of the Murphy General Hospital in
Waltham, which is adjacent to the dis-
trict which I am privileged to represent.

The chairman of the subcommittee,
the distinguished gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. Forpl, has told us that the
Army can find the money to keep this
hospital going, if it ultimately decides
to do so. I agree that the Army should
be able to find that money from its ap-
propriation, but I am sure that the deci-
sion will be easier for it if a little more
money is provided by the Congress.

Mr. Chairman, this is one hospital
that should be kept open. It is in fine
physical condition. It is located in one
of the best areas for an Army hospital.
It is close to that great medical center
to which people come from all over the
world for treatment, and I have in mind
especially the recent visit of the Foreign
Secretary of Great Britain. Nationally
known specialists are available as con-
sultants. The hospital has been certi-
fled by the American Hospital Associa-
tion. It should not be closed.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. McCORMACK].

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, it
seems to me that the evidence is over-
whelming in favor of the amendment
offered by the distinguished gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. DoNOHUEIL
The amendment represents the view-
point of all Members of the Massachu-
setts delegation. Everyone from Massa-
chusetts is a cosponsor with the gentle-
man from Massachusetts who offered
the amendment, Republicans and Demo-
crats alike.

The gentleman from Michigan says it
would take about $740,000 for mainte-
nance, and this amendment is offered to
that section. Well, that is true; but I
think the Members should vote for the
adoption of the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
DownonvEl, and then the Senate can allo-
cafe it among maintenance and em-
ployees when the bill gets over in the
other body.

I have here a definite promise made
to me by General Armstrong on October
5, 1953, that the Murphy Army Hospital
would be kept open as a specialized
treatment center. General Armstrong
wrote that letter in good faith, and his
representative said yesterday there is
just as much need today for it as there
was when General Armstrong wrote that
letter.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. Gavin].

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the amendment. This Mur-
phy Army Hospital should be kept open.
The Department of Defense since 1950
has made a very determined effort to
close this hospital, and they were just
as wrong then as they are now. This
hospital is of vital importance to that
area. I speak after a visit to Murphy

Army Hospital, looking over the facili-
ties, talking to the staff, talking to the
and talking to the people.

patients,
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There is a need for the continuation of
this hospital. We get letters every day
from veterans seeking admission to hos-
pitals. The replies are of waiting lists,
waiting lists, waiting lists; veterans and
others who eannot be admitted for hos-
pitalization. In my opinion to close
Murphy Army Hospital at this time
would be a tragic mistake.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
Forpl.

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to yield the time
?llo&:ted to me to Mr. MiLLEr of Mary-

and.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Michigan?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. DONOHUE].

Mr. DONOHUE. Mr. Chairman, the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Forpl
stated that the hospital i only 75 per-
cent occupied. Well, the record indi-
cates that out of the 510 beds the aver-
age daily census is 437, that is certainly
more than 75 percent. But, this is still
more significant. The record shows that
last year 59,705 persons received out-
patient treatment. Now, who are those
that received this outpatient treat-
ment? They were servicemen, their
families and other dependents.

Mr. FORD. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DONOHUE. I yield to the gentle-
man from Michigan.

Mr. FORD. According to the infor-
mation put in the Appendix of the daily
CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD of April 23, by the
gentleman from Massachusetts, [Mr.
LaNe] on page A3069, the average num-
ber of beds occupied was 320.

Mr., DONOHUE. But the average
daily census is 437 included in that same
record.

Mr. FORD. That is correct, but there
is a difference between beds and census.
You have 510 beds, and the average daily
occupancy is 320.

Mr. DONOHUE. Does not the gentle-
man think it significant that 59,705
people received outpatient treatment in
the last year?

Mr, FORD. I agree that is quife sig-
nificant, but that does not warrant keep-
ing open a hospital as large as this one
when the bed occupancy is so low.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Maryland
[Mr, MILLER].

Mr. MILLER of Maryland. Mr. Chair-
man, it takes a good deal of courage to
rise against the entire Massachusetts
delegation here, because they certainly
have been eloquent, and added to that,
my own fine chairman is a member of
that great delegation, not to mention the
Speaker and assistant minority leader.

Mr. Chairman, the question that we
have before us is purely whether or not
this is the time or place to decide on the
merits of a very localized matter. Your
committee has no judgment as to the
need or the lack of need of this partic-
ular hospital as compared with 52 other
fixed hospital sites in the present pro-
graming. There are also 9 infirmaries
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and 90 dispensaries, all in continental
United States, not to mention 40 hos-
pitals, 1 infirmary, and 400 dispensaries
overseas.

The bill, as it is written, has provided
all the money to the Army for this pur-
pose that has been sought. It has been
made clear that the Army has under
consideration perhaps revising its plans.
But I can assure the Members of the
House that if in this committee we sud-
denly added money to this bill at this
point, we would be making the judg-
ment, not the Army, as to what is best.

We have asked the Army to economize
and at the same time to give ample and
complete medical attention to all our
troops. We are reducing the Army this
year. Personnel will be substantially re-
duced, as has been pointed out. Sitting
here as a committee or a subcommittee,
if you please, we are not situated to prop-
erly decide where these contractions are
to be made continentalwise. If the Army
wishes to keep this installation, presum-
ably it will do so. If we add this money
at this point, it will be mandatory upon
the Army to do it.

There is just one other point. There
is no possible way that $3.5 million could
be used for the purpose desired by the
proponents of the amendment, because
only $740,000 would be required in this
maintenance operation section of the bill
for this hospital. There would still be no
money to provide the doctors and nurses
and other services that a hospital re-
quires in the appropriate sections of this
bill. The result will be that you will
have much more than needed for main-
tenance and operation at Murphy, and
no provision for pay for doctors and
nurses to staff it.

I suggest, therefore, that it be voted
down.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired. All time has
expired.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. DonNoHUE].

The question was taken; and on a
division (demanded by Mr. DONOHUE)
there were—ayes 64, noes 59.

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I demand
tellers.

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair-
man appointed as tellers Mr. DONOHUE
and Mr. Forb.

The Committee again divided; and the
tellers reported that there were—ayes
93, noes 69.

So the amendment was agreed to.

The Clerk read, as follows:

Ships and facilities

For expenses necessary for design, mainte-
nance, operation, and alteration of vessels;
maintenance and operation of facilities; pro-
curement of plant equipment, appliances,
and machine tools, and installation thereof
in 'p'l.'l.hllﬂ or private plants; procurement of
equipment, supplies, special clothing and
services; installation, maintenance, and re=
moval of ships’ ordnance; lease of facilities
and docks; charter and hire of vessels; relief
of vessels in distress; maritime salvage serv-
ices; industrial mobilization; and depart-
mental salaries; $818,681,000, of which $15,=
675,000 shall be transferred to the appropria=
tion “Coast Guard Operating Expenses, 1955"
for the operation of ocean stations.
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Mr. TOLLEFSON. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I hesitate to ask for
and to take this time, but as acting
chairman of the Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries, I feel that I have
some obligation to do so because of cer-
tain testimony, which was presented to
the committee on yesterday by Admiral
Leggett. This morning, and this after-
noon, we have heard some fine state-
ments with respect to this bill. I am
not one to say it is not a good bill, or
that the committee has not done a won-
derful job. We have heard talk about
what this bill does in the way of provid-
ing for our national defense and for our
preparedness program. The Army is
taken care of, the Navy is taken care of
and the Air Force is taken care of. But,
I do want to say in connection with the
defense program, if all we do in the way
of providing for our national defense
and preparedness program is to act upon
this bill, then we will not have done
enough. If that were my own opinion
alone, then I would not even bother to
take this time, but I do want to call the
attention of the committee to a state-
ment made by Admiral Leggett yester-
day before the House Merchant Marine
and Fisheries Committee. I shall ask
unanimous consent at the appropriate
time to insert that statement in the
Recorp at this point. I will not read the
whole statement here because I do not
have the time to do so, but I do want to
call your attention to one pertinent
statement.

I would like to repeat this statement
for the benefit of the committee. At
the close of Admiral Leggett's statement,
he said:

In closing, I would like to repeat that the
Navy is greatly concerned with the plight of
the shipbuilding industry, which promises
to become the most vulnerable area in our
preparednesa program.

Let me repeat that:

I would like to repeat that the Navy is
greatly concerned with the plight of the ship
building industry, which promises to be-
come the most vulnerable area in our pre-
paredness program.

He was not talking about Navy ship-
yards—he was talking about commercial
shipyards. He did not say we were vul-
nerable with respect to airplanes, or
guns, or tanks, or warships, or cruisers,
or naval shipbuilding. He was talking
about commercial or private shipbuild-
ing. That is why I say that if all we do
is to approve the pending bill we will not
do enough for our preparedness program.

Now, that was not a careless state-
ment on his part, because the committee
questioned him. That was a calculated
statement on the part of Admiral Leg-
gett, who knew what he was talking
about. He made that statement because
of the experiences which we had in
World War I and World War II. Ad-
miral Leggett told our committee that
at the present time or rather as of even
last year, there was an immediate de-
ficiency of 214 merchant-type vessels
consisting of a certain number of cargo
ships and a certain number of tankers.
Without going into too great detail, let
me tell you what happened in World
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War I and World War II. On both oc-
casions, the Congress of the United
States neglected its merchant marine to
the point where it was caught short when
World War I and World War II broke
out. Now no one can tell how long
World War I was prolonged nor how long
World War II was prolonged simply be-
cause we lacked ships and shipbuilding
facilities. But the Army and the Navy
and the Air Force are all aware of the
fact that we were caught short of ships
and I am sure they are aware of the fact
that the wars were prolonged at tremen-
dous and inestimable cost in men and
materials. It just seems to me that we
are coming to the same condition in
which we found ourselves in World War I
and World War II. My purpose in dis-
cussing it now is simply that unless I, or
somebody else, does it in connection with
a defense program, then the Congress
is not going to be too much impressed
when we come before you with some
ship construction or shipbuilding pro-
gram because it is not as closely related
to the defense program then as when
we are discussing this kind of bill, and
I mention it only so that I might be able
in some way to impress upon this com-
mitttee the need for not neglecting our
American merchant marine.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Washington has ex-
pired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. TOLLEF=
soN was granted 3 additional minutes.)

Mr. TOLLEFSON. Every President I
know of from President Wilson to this
date, -including President Eisenhower,
has recognized that the American mer-
chant marine is the fourth arm of our
national defense. They have so stated
in one statement or another. This Con-
gress has set forth a merchant marine
policy, recognizing the fact that our
American merchant marine is the fourth
arm of our national defense. Admiral
Leggett has made it plain in his state-
ment. Admiral King, in 1945, made the
same kind of statement, in which he said
that the missions of the American Navy
during World War IT would never have
been accomplished had it not been for
the American merchant marine. So I
say to you, if all we do this year is to ap-
propriate money for the Army, the Navy,
the Air Force, and the Marine Corps, we
will not have done enough in the way
of preparing ourselves for an emer-
gency. We need to do something else,
and I sincerely trust that when legisla-
tion dealing with the subject of our mer-
chant marine comes before the House the
Members will give due consideration to
it, in light of the need of an American
merchant marine in connectoin with our
national defense.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr., TOLLEFSON. I yield to the gen=
tleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. An excellent place to
start would be to stop this offshore pro-
curement of vessels; would it not?

Mr. TOLLEFSON. I agree with you
wholeheartedly. Incidentally, we spent
over $100 million in offshore procure-
ment of vessels the year before last. Last
year it was a little less. This year we
are down to about $30 million, and I
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hope we will not have to spend that
money while our own shipyards are clos-
ing. In the State of Massachusetts,
Quiney’'s shipyard was ready to close,
and the Navy, recognizing the impor-
tance of the work it was doing, awarded
them a contract.

Mr, WIGGLESWORTH. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TOLLEFSON. I yield.

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. I want to
congratulate the gentleman on the state-
ment he is making dealing with a mat-
ter of vital importance to our whole na-
tional defense picture. I want to as-
sure him that this committee is fully
alive to the gravity of the situation to
which he has referred. In this bill we
are providing for an increase to the ex-
tent of $322,400,000.

Mr. TOLLEFSON. Of course, I am
talking about commercial ships and
shipyards, and not Navy ships and yards.
‘We need both.

Mr. DEVEREUX. I would like to call
to the attention of the gentleman and
the Committee of the Whole that not
long ago we had the representatives of
the Navy Department, which is the
agency for carrying out off-shore pro=-
curement as far as shipbuilding is con-
cerned, before our committee, and they
assured us that because of their respon=-
sibility for maintaining local business
for our own yards they would thoroughly
reexamine the whole picture and make
a strong protest to the National Securi-
ty Council in eonnection with keeping
our own yards in operation.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Washington has again
expired.

(By unanimous consent, at the request
of Mr. TaBeEr, Mr. TOLLEFSON was granted
2 additional minutes.)

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. TOLLEFSON. I yield.

Mr. TABER. In addition to the $322
million increase in construction of fight-
ing vessels, there was $50 million addi-
tional for starting a new program of
MSTS ships that we have never had in
previous bills.

Mr. TOLLEFSON. I thank the gentle-
man for that statement.

Let me comment on what the gentle-
man has said. I noticed in the bill $50
million for MSTS ships. And the item
mentioned by the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts, [Mr. WicGLESWORTH] but
there is nothing in this bill, and proper-
ly so, to provide for merchant marine
construction. I brought up this subject
simply to call the attention of the
House to the importance of the matter.
I am not opposed to MSTS, in so far as
they maintain only a nucleus fleet. But
the Navy itself recognizes that we need
a private American merchant marine
to carry men and materials to the war
fronts.

So I am speaking in behalf of Con-
gress doing something in connection
with the private American merchant
marine, giving them every possible sup-
port, in the interests of our national de-
fense program. I hope that when legis-
lation dealing with the subject I am dis-
cussing comes before the House our
committee and the legislation will get
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a sympathetic ear, because it is abso=-
lutely essential. The Navy itself rec-
ognizes that we have need for a private
American merchant marine as an in-
tegral part of our national defense.
That is clearly indicated by Admiral
Leggett's statement.

STATEMENT OF REAR ApM. W. D. LEGGETT, JR.,
UNITED STATES NAVY, CHIEF OF THE Navy's
BUREAU oF SHIPS, BEFORE THE MERCHANT
MARINE AND FISHERIES COMMITTEE OF THE
House oF REPRESENTATIVES, APRIL 28, 1954

Mr., Chairman and members of the com-
mittee, it is a privilege to appear before you
this morning to give you my views on H. R.
8637, a bill to amend title XI of the Mer-
chant Marine Act of 1936.

There is an urgent requirement today for
new ship construction, not only to modernize
our merchant marine but, of equal impor-
tance, to provide critically needed assistance
to our private shipbuilding industry. Both
are essential to our national security.

Most of the ships in our active merchant
fleet are approaching obsolescence. Nine-
tenths of the dry-cargo ships in the national
defense reserve fleet have a design speed of
only 11 knots or less, These consist chiefly of
about 1,400 Liberty ships, built under war-
time conditions, and obsolete when their
keels were laid.

The reserve fleet is also deficlent in large
oceangoing tankers and troopships of ade-
quate speed.

Last summer the Department of Defense,
during the course of a congressional hear-
ing, went on record as to an immediate defi-
ciency of 214 merchant-type vessels, consist-
ing of 165 cargo ships, 6 large passenger ships,
and 43 large tankers.

Correction of these deficiencies would not
only strengthen the national defense, but
would also revive the distressed private ship-
building industry. This industry cannot be
maintained by naval shipbuilding programs
alone. It must also have the support of a
healthy merchant marine.

As Coordinator of Shipbuilding, Conver-
sion, and Repair for the Department of De-
fense, I have certain responsibilities for mo-
bilization planning, for procurement of ships
for defense purposes, and for coordinating
repairs and conversions within the United
States. I have a primary and continuing in-
terest, therefore, in the maintenance of an
adequate defense nucleus of operating ship-
yards which can be expanded, if necessary,
to meet the sudden demands of a full-scale
emergency.

The situation today in our private ship-
yards Is so critical that I have grave con-
cern whether the industry can meet mobili-
zation production schedules.

You will recall that at the outset of both
world wars, we had a year or two to recruit
and train shipyard personnel, expand our
facilities, and start building up our merchant
marine. Even with this notice, our output
of new ships barely managed to catch up
with the serious losses we were encounter-
ing. In fact, most of our ship construction
became avallable near the end or even after
the termination of hostilities.

Our present situation is often compared
to 1939. I believe this to be somewhat mis-
leading. The situation now confronting us
with regard to the shipbuilding industry is
more like 1941 than 1939, in the sense that
we cannot count on a prolonged period for
mobilizing needed skills and facilities.

It is apparent that the industry is not pre-
pared today to meet initial wartime require-
ments. Our private yards now have about
118,000 employees, less than one-third of the
total in December 1941. They have only
about 29 large oceangoing merchant ships
under construction, a small fraction of the
work under way in 1941. All of these 29,
except 3, are scheduled for completion this
year.
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In order to improve the economic health of
the industry, the Navy, for the past several
years, has been awarding most of its ship-
building to private industry. During fiscal
1054, all new naval construction is going to
private yards. Up to the present, we have
been reasonably successful in helping to
maintain, through normal competition, a
fairly broad base of operating yards widely
dispersed throughout our coastal areas.

With regard to repair work, the Navy, last
year, began awarding the overhauls of most
active fleet auxiliaries, together with selected
combatant ships, to private yards. Previ-
ously, these yards had been regularly receiv=
ing repairs to service craft, overhauls of re-
serve fleet ships and similar work. During
the past 215 years, the Navy has awarded re-
pair and overhaul work having a dollar value
of approximately $271 million to private
yards.

I regret to say, however, that this addi-
tional Navy work has not stabilized private-
yard employment which, in the last several
months, has declined by another 3,000. A
further drastic reduction is expected later on
this year, as the privately owned and mariner
construction now on the ways is completed.

This will result in an increase in the pro-
portion of employees engaged in Navy work
to total private yard employment. Unless
new work is forthcoming, the Navy will thus
find itself in the unenviable position of being
the industry’s principal support.

I am particularly concerned with the fact
that highly skilled design and production
personnel are rapidly being dispersed among
other industries which can provide more
stable employment. We may not have time,
in the event of another emergency, to either
recruit or train new workers.

The Merchant Marine Act of 1936 was
enacted to foster the development and to
encourage the maintenance of a merchant
fleet capable of serving our needs in peace
or in war, It was intended to provide ade-
quate incentives for a continuing merchant
ship program. This objective is not, at pres-
ent, being attained.

Based upon our analysis of workload needs
of the industry, it would appear that the
shipbuilding potential of our country must
be supported by some interim emergency
program. It is not my responsibility to rec-
ommend what such & program should be. To
provide a minimum sustaining workload for
the industry, however, it should consist of at
least 20 ships annually and start at the
earliest possible time. It would not, in any
sense, be a permanent solution to our prob-
lem. It would, however, keep a number of
yards from closing in the next year.

The only permanent solution is, of course,
to provide greater incentives to commercial
operators to place orders for new merchant
ships on a continuing basis. There are a
number of legislative proposals now before
the Congress which may help to accomplish
this purpose.

I am authorized to say that the Depart-

ment of Defense supports H. R. 8637 in prin-
ciple, The Department is in accord with the
purpose of the bill which is to stimulate new
ship construction. More modern and im-
proved types of ships may be brought into
being and the industry may be greatly bene-
fited. These are worthwhile objectives.
‘While certain revisions may be desirable, the
Department considers that specific comment
on detailed provisions of the bill is prima-
rily within the jurisdiction of other Govern-
ment agencies. I am informed that the Bu-
reau of the Budget has not yet formulated
its position on the bill.
. In closing, I would like to repeat that the
Navy is gravely concerned with the plight
of the shipbuilding industry which promises
to become the most vulnerable area in our
preparedness program.

Conditions have seriously deteriorated
since 1952 when shipbullding was in effect




5760

declared a distressed industry. Many firms
are today faced with the prospect of closing
up, unless new work is forthcoming. The
Navy will continue to do what it can to ease
the situation. However, it is certain that
the Navy's annual construction programs
cannot alone support a mobilization base
of operating shipyards capable of the expan-
sion necessary to build a wartinre merchant
marine,

I wish to thank you, Mr. Chairman, and
members of the committee, for inviting me
to testify on this important subject.

Mr. GRANAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent to extend my
remarks at this point in the Recorbp.

The CHAIRMAN. 1Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. GRANAHAN. Mr. Chairman, in
a bill making possible the expenditure in
the coming fiscal year of about $70 bil-
lion by the agencies of the Department
of Defense, this figure representing $28
billion in the current bill and about $48
billion of unexpended balance from pre-
vious authorization, the Congress can-
not very well specify where each of those
dollars should be spent, and this bill
gives us no opportunity to do so, even
if we were so inclined. Of necessity, we
must rely on the Defense Establishment
and on the President and his advisers to
set the policy for the use of defense funds
and facilities. When they use bad judg-
ment in this respect, we can protest,
but there is, as I said, no opportunity
here to force them to change that policy
through this appropriation hill.

DISCRIMINATION AGAINST NAVAL SHIPYARDS

Nevertheless, I want to point out to
the House that the Navy Department is
following now and intends to follow in
the coming year a shortsighted, discrim=-
inatory policy against our Government-
owned naval shipyards which is grossly
unfair to the loyal and faithful employ-
ees of those yards and is unfair, also, to
the economies of Philadelphia and other
sites of naval shipyards.

The policy under this administration
is to channel virtually all naval construc-
tion away from Government-owned
shipyards and to private enterprise. I
am referring now not to merchant
ships—not to standardized commercial
vessels—but to tailor-made, fighting
ships—ships which the naval yards over
generations have specialized in and con-
centrated on and fabricated with great
skill and economy.

Private shipyards admittedly are in
bad financial shape at the moment be-
cause of the almost complete cessation of
merchant ship construction. I thor-
oughly agree with the idea of helping
these yards to stay in busines as an im-
portant part of our mobilization base for
defense preparation., But the way that
should be done is to take the necessary
steps to stimulate and rejuvenate the
merchant shipping construction pro=-
gram—to modernize our merchant fleet,
get the newer cargo and passenger vessels
built and operating. This administra-
tion has done absolutely nothing in that
regard.

SHARING THE SHIP-CONSTRUCTION POVERTY

Instead, it has taken the ridiculous step
of sharing-the-poverty in the ship con-
struction field by virtually closing down
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the Government-owned shipyards and
giving what naval ship construction jobs
there are almost exclusively to private
enterprise. The 30 new ships of all
classes which are to be built in the 1955
Navy construction program cannot fully
employ all the private shipyards in the
country—they can help a few which
might be engaged on some of the larger
combat ships but the program will mean
crumbs or nothing at all for other yards.

Yet in order to give out these crumbs
to private enterprise—to a few among
the private yards—the Navy will deprive
its own shipyards of any important com-
bat ship construction work. And it will
thus pay much more for the work. I say
that is not only shortsighted and dis-
criminatory but completely unrealistic.

In the Philadelphia Navy Yard, em-
ployment has already been cut by thou-
sands of men due to the Navy’s discrim-
inatory policy against its own installa-
tions and own employees. These thou-
sands laid off, mind you, receive no un-
employment compensation—they are not
eligible for it. They are just turned
loose with a “sorry, boys” with no con-
sideration and no concern for the out-
standing work they have done to help
build up our Navy’s strength. The same
thing is happening in Brooklyn, and
Norfolk on the east coast, and I assume
at Long Beach, San Francisco, and
Puget Sound.

These dismissed workers, as I said, are
highly skilled in the production of ficht-
ing craft for the Navy. They have made
careers of that. They are good at it.
The Government has a tremendous in-
vestment in their skills and know-how,
yet now, under the antinaval yard policy
of this administration in throwing ship
construction work to private enterprise,
this wvaluable investment is thrown
away. The Government yards, of
course, are wholly dependent upon Navy
work; they cannot compete, as the pri-
vate yards can, for other types of work,
and of course they should not. But
under the policy of this administration,
the workers in the naval yards are out
and if there is no similar work in the
area to provide jobs for them in their
skills, they are completely on the rocks,
As I said, they do not even qualify for
unemployment compensation.

PHILADELPHIA YARD SHOULD GET PROPOSED
ATOMIC SUBMARINE JOB

In this connection, I have spent many
hours of effort, along with others from
Philadelphia, in seeking to persuade the
Navy to build in the Philadelphia yard
the proposed atomic submarine pro-
jected for this coming year. There is no
doubt that it can be built there—and
built efficiently and well. The Navy con-
cedes that. But so far we have received
no commitment, no promise, no assur-
ance. And the philosophy of the Navy
as expounded by its top civilian officials
in the Appropriations hearings makes
clear that the Navy's proprivate enter-
prise stand makes our success somewhat
doubtful.

Philadelphia businessmen—many of
whom contributed quite handsomely to
the Republican campaign funds in
1952—feel, as I do, that there is no eco-
nomiec or moral or political justification
for discriminating against the Govern-

__ment-owned shipyards, particularly
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when it costs the Government a whole
lot more in special subsidies to build the
same ship outside a Government yard.
In all fairness, then, we urge that this
discrimination stop, and that the Phila-
delphia naval yard be assigned sufficient
work to employ its men and facilities.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the pro forma amendment,

Mr. Chairman, yesterday during gen-
eral debate I asked members of the com-
mittee a few questions about the amount
of off-shore procurement and foreign
aid in this bill, pointing out at the same
time that the Army bought last year,
principally from Denmark, nearly 5%
million pounds of butter. Some Mem-
bers of the House seemed to doubt that
the Army had bought that much butter
overseas,

I have with me today a letter signed
by H. M. Montgomery, lieutenant colo-
nel, Liaison Division, Department of the
Army, dated April 1, 1954. Let me read
Yyou an excerpt or two from this letter:

The Secretary of the Army has asked me
to reply to your recent letter to the Secre-
tary of Defense concerning the use of milk
and butter by the Armed Forces. During
the calendar year 1953 approximately 5,344,
000 pounds of butter were purchased from
overseas sources, principally Denmark, for
use by the Far East Command.

Not in Europe—by the Far East Com-
mand.

Why did they buy this butter? I
quote from the letter:

Consideration of the forelgn-relations as-
pect of this question as presented to the
Department of the Army by both the De-
partment of Defense and the Department of
State led, however, to the conclusion that it
would not be desirable to vary from the
long-continued practice of purchasing some
of the butter for use overseas from overseas
sources where it is readily available.

While the off-shore purchases of butter
have represented relatively small portions
of the production of the country involved,
these countries have considered them to be
of appreciable significance from the view-
point of securing United States dollars.

Again we sacrifice the American farm-
er, American labor and industry to the
dictation of the State Department and
so-called foreign policy.

Now, what have you provided in this
bill? And you wisely provided the same
thing in last year’s bill. Section 733 on
page 47 of the present bill reads as
follows:

Segc. T33. No part of any appropriation
contained in this act shall be available for
the procurement of any article of food,
clothing, cotton or wool (whether in the
form of fiber or yarn or contained in fabries,
materials, or manufactured articles) not
grown, reprocessed, reused, or produced in
the United States or its possessions, except
to the extent that the Secretary of the De-
partment concerned shall determine that a
satisfactory quality and sufficient quantity
of any articles of food or clothing or any
form of cotton or wool grown, reprocessed,
reused, or produced in the United States
or its possessions cannot be procured as and
when needed at United States market prices
and except procurements outside the United
States In support of combat operations, pro-
curements by vessels in foreign waters and
emergency—

And this bill and the law goes on to
state—

That nothing herein shall preclude the
procurement of foods manufactured or
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processed in the United States or its pos-
sessions.

Under the terms of the provision which
you have wisely put into law previously,
I say to you that the State Department
and the Department of Defense have vio-
lated the clear intent of Congress, if not
deliberately violated the law in purchas-
ing in one item alone, almost 5% millicn
pounds of butter from Denmark.

I should like to ask the committee:
What do you propose to do to see that
the agencies of government conform to
the law? When you bring here to the
floor of the House a bill and we enact it
into law, it represents the intent and the
will of the Congress. What do you pro-
pose to do to see that this law is enforced?
Does any member of the committee want
to answer the question? Somewhere,
somebody ought to enforce the laws that
this Congress passes.

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. 1yield to the gentleman
from Michigan.

Mr. FORD. Does the gentleman know
how much of this purchase he has re-
ferred to was financed under this bill and
how much was financed under appro-
priations for foreign-aid purposes?

Mr. GROSS. I only know that the
Department of Defense admits it bought
almost 515 million pounds of butter from
Denmark. That is one instance alone.
The Lord only knows how much more
they bought.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Iowa has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. Gross
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman
from Massachusetts.

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. The matter
that the gentleman from Iowa refers to
is very important and is one that should
be looked into. It is possible that the
purchases could have been largely or
partly covered by foreign-aid funds as
distinguished from the funds carried in
this bill with the so-called Buy American
provision.

Mr. GROSS. If foreign-aid funds had
been used, I am sure the letter from the
Secretary of Defense or his representa-
tive, would have so stated.

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. I think the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Forpl,
has some information in this connection.

Mr. FORD. I would prefer to take
some time at the conclusion of the gen-
tleman’s statement to give additional
facts which may be helpful.

Mr. GROSS. Icertainly would be glad
to have them.

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike out the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, information has been
submitted to the committee showing the
actual purchases in calendar 1952, 1953,
and 1954. In 1952 the offshore pur-
chases of butter for troop consumption
were 8,195,030 pounds. The average
price per pound on the offshore procure-
ments was 472 cents. The average
price per pound of continental United
States purchases was T4-plus cents per
pound.
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Mr. GROSS. Was that the retail or
wholesale price of butter?

Mr. FORD. This is the price that the
Army paid for butter. The 2 prices
quoted include 1 for offshore and 1 for
continental United States. It should be
added, in addition, that the price paid
within the continental limits must have
the added factor of transportation costs
when it is shipped overseas.

In 1953 the purchases were 8,300,000
pounds. The average price per pound,
offshore procurement, 50 cents. The
average price per pound of continental
United States purchases, 68 cents.

In 1954 the total purchases under
offshore procurement were 6,300,000
pounds. The estimated price for off-
shore procurement, 50 cents. The esti-
mated price per pound, continental
United States, 56 cents per pound.

Mr. Chairman, that brings up one fur-
ther fact. I have also checked to find
out where the Army purchased butter in
1954 and the previous years. For the
first time in 1954 the Army purchased
butter from the Commodity Credit Cor-
poration. In fact, in 1954, I understand
that they purchased 21 million pounds at
a price of 15 cents per pound. The other
butter purchases in continental United
States in 1954 totaled 9,466,000 pounds.
It was purchased at a price of 67 cents
per pound. When you combine the 67
cents per pound purchased on the open
market in the United States and the 15
cents per pound—the figure at which
they bought from CCC—that explains
why in 1954 the price paid in continental
United States is down to 56 cents, more
nearly comparable to overseas price.

Mr. GROSS. Well, now, is the gen=-
tleman condoning the purchase of but-
ter in Europe and shipping it all the way
to Asia for our military forces?

Mr. FORD. From the facts given me
by the gentleman, I think the Depart-
ment was in error. I will conecur in his
observations, based on the facts as re-
lated by the gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. If we are going to pur-
chase products in Europe or anywhere
else in a foreign country simply because
they are cheaper than they are in the
United States, we will be doing a pretty
good job of wrecking the economy of
this country if we carry it far enough.
Is that not true?

Mr. FORD. I think under certain
circumstances this country, if it has
forces in other areas of the world for
various reasons, must make purchases
in those countries or in areas surround-
ing a particular country. I do not, from
the facts that the gentleman from Iowa
has given me, condone what was done
in the purchase of butter in Denmark
for the Far East. I repeat, nevertheless,
I think the Army is doing the right thing
as it did in 1954 in purchasing far great-
er supplies of butter from the Commodi-
ty Credit Corporation at a price of 15
cents per pound.

Mr. MASON. Who paid that price,
the Commodity Credit Corporation? It
was bought in the first place by the
Commodity Credit Corporation, and
whatever they lost came out of the same
taxpayers.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?
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Mr. FORD. 1 yield to the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. MAHON. Of course, the infer-
ence of the statement of the gentleman
from Michigan is that no offshore but-
ter was purchased for use in the United
States. All of the offshore butter was
used outside the United States.

Mr. FORD. That is absolutely cor-
rect.

Mr. MAHON. Is it not true that Den-
mark, from which country about 84 per-
cent of the butter was purchased, is a
country which has provided the United
States with those highly critical and vi-
tal bases in Greenland? I wish to share
in the views expressed by the gentle-
man from Michigan that we certainly
should not neglect the domestic producer
or the American taxpayer, but I do think
there is some excuse for the procure-
ment of butter for European troops
from our friends in Denmark under cer-
tain circumstances. I cannot see any
excuse for sending it from Denmark to
the Far East, and certainly a very mini-
mum amount was used in that way.

The Clerk read as follows:

Shipbuilding and conversion

For expenses necessary for the construe-
tion, acquisition, or conversion of vessels
as authorized by law, including armor and
armament therefor, plant equipment, ap-
pliances, and machine tools, and installa-
tion thereof in public or private plants; de=
signs for vessels to be constructed or con-
verted in the future; and departmental sal=-
arles necessary for the purposes of this ap-
propriation; $1,042,400,000, to remain avail=
able until expended: Provided, That the to-
tal of obligations incurred under the heads
“Shipbullding and conversion” and “Ord-
nance for shipbuilding and conversion”, 55
including those incurred against reimburse-
ments credited to these appropriations pur=
suant to section 403 (b) of the Mutual De-
fense Assistance Act of 1949, as amended
(22 U. 8. C. 1574 (b)), shall not exceed
$4,370,504,000.

Mr. SHELLEY. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to address
a question to members of the committee
with reference to language on page 17,
line 13, “maritime salvage services,” and
ask what that covers.

By way of explanation, I will say to
whatever member of the committee will
answer my query that a situation on the
Pacific coast was recently called to my
attention, where the Navy maintains in
San Pedro a salvage tug named Gear,
which understandably could be main-
tained and based there for salvage op-
erations of naval vessels. However,I am
advised that the Navy leases that tug
out on bid to private steamship com-
panies when one of their vessels goes
on the beach or goes on the rocks and
the bids submitted by private salvage
operators do not satisfy the shipowner
whose vessel is on the rocks.

I was advised of 3 instances in the
past 8 months. In one a British ship
burned off the coast of Mexico, for which
private salvage companies on the Pacific
coast made bids to go to her assistance.
In 2 other cases, American vessels, pri-
vately owned and privately operated,
went on the rocks off the Pacific coast.
The private companies made bids when
called upon by the operators, and they
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were later informed, within a matter of
hours, that another salvage tug would
be used. The Navy tug Gear, maintained
by the taxpayers of the United States for
salvage work on naval vessels, was used,
and the price was lower than that bid
by the private operators, and in the two
latter instances the private tug com-
panies and salvage companies had to be
subsequently called in because the naval
vessel was unable to complete the salvage
work.

Now, I want to know if it is the pro-
vince of the Navy to maintain a salvage
vessel which will compete with old es-
tablished marine salvage firms operat-
ing on the Pacific coast in the salvage
of private maritime vessels.

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. I would say
to the gentleman from California [Mr.
SHELLEY] that that is not my under-
standing. I understand, however, that
the gentleman’s colleague from Cali-
fornia [Mr. SueeEPPARD] has looked into
this particular question to which he
refers and I suggest that he yield to
him on the matter.

M. SHELLEY. I yield to the gentle-
man from California [Mr. SHEPPARD].

Mr. SHEPPARD. Mr. Chairman, this
is a part of the bill that has reoccurred
over a period of many years, so far as
appropriation bills are concerned. Ican
assure both my chairman and the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. SHELLEY]
who has directed the inquiry that it
never was the intent of Congress in any
way to do as he suggests; that is, for
the Navy to go into a competitive status
with private business. Their salvage
operations originally were intended to
take care of Government ships that
were to be salvaged and only limited
assistance was to be given to commercial
companies in that category, in case of
an emergency. But at no time were
they to go into a competitive status
with private concerns as a business.
That was not the intent or the under-
standing of the Congress and if they
are operating in such way, that mat-
ter should certainly be looked into by
the committee. With the permission
of the chairman I should like to say
that I think we should discuss this
matter with the Bureau of Ships.

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. I agree with
the gentleman.

Mr. SHELLEY. I think the statement
made is satisfactory and I thank the
gentleman of the committee. I may
say that I certainly would be glad to
hold myself ready to discuss this mat-
ter further with the committee, because
it is a matter that the committee should
look into, to see that the policy, as
expressed by my colleague, the gentle-
man from California [Mr. SHEPPARD] is
carried out by the Navy Department as
the policy of the Congress.

Téne CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will
read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Sec. T21. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, Executive order, or regulation, no
part of the appropriations in this act shall be
available for any expenses of operating air-
craft under the jurisdiction of the Armed
Forces for the purpose of proficlency flying
except In accordance with regulations issued
by the Secretaries of the departments con-
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cerned and approved by the Secretary of
Defense which shall establish proficiency
standards and maximum and minimum fly-
ing hours for this purpose, but not to exceed
100 hours during the fiscal year: Provided,
That during the fiscal year, without regard
to any provision of law or Executive order
prescribing minimum flight requirements,
such regulations may provide for the pay-
ment of flight pay at the rates prescribed in
section 204 (b) of the Career Compensation
Act of 1949 (63 Stat. 802) to certain officers
of the Armed Forces otherwise entitled to
receive flight pay (1) who have held aeronau-
tical ratings or designations for not less than
20 years, or (2) whose particular assignment
outside the United States makes it imprac-
tical to participate in regular aerial flights.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi. Mr.
Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read the amendment as
follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Wriiriams of
Mississippi: On page 44, line 2, strike out all
after the word “purpose,” through and in-
cluding all of line 3 to the colon.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi. Mr.
Chairman, it will take some time to ex-
plain the import of this amendment.
Therefore, I ask unanimous consent to
proceed for 5 additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Mississippi?

There was no objection.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi. Mr.
Chairman, at the outset let me say that
I think the committee has done a splen-
did job. I have nothing but praise for
the committee’s product, because I am
convinced they have given us a maxi-
mum of military security at the least
possible cost.

However, there is language, in the form
of a limitation in this bill, which I seek
to strike by this amendment, and which
has given me personally a great deal of
concern. I know that my concern is
shared by every other Member of this
House who has had personal experience
in the operation of military aircraft.
I am sure that this opinion is shared
by every man who now serves as a flying
officer in the United States Air Force,
in the Marine Corps, in the Navy, or in
any other flying arm of our service.

I think I know what the committee
was intending to do by placing a limita-
tion of 100 hours annually on the amount
of flying time that any pilot not in an
operational unit could use. The com-
mittee was seeking to eliminate abuses
by so-called desk pilots in checking out
military airplanes to use for weekend
vacations at the expense of the United
States. I agree with them 100 percent
in their desire to stop these practices.

I would be the first to admit—as a
veteran of the United States Air Force—
that we have, unfortunately, men of that
type who are rated pilots and who do
take undue advantage of their Air Force
privileges. On the other hand, Mr.
Chairman, we also have a large num-
ber of young pilots, active pilots, who
have been assigned to the Pentagon and
other places over the country, to desk
jobs, for tours of duty ranging anywhere
fromx 6 months to 2 or 3 years, who will
feel the effects of this limitation of 100
hours annually and who, when sent back
to full fiying status with an operational
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unit, will be so rusty as to become dan-
gerous pilots.

I am not basing my opinion solely on
my limited personal experiences, al-
though my experience as a military pilot
during World War II might render me
to some degree qualified to know whereof
I speak. However, on the day before
yesterday I contacted by wire the 2
men in the United States whom I con-
sider to be the best qualified in the world,
perhaps, to determine whether 100 hours
annually is sufficient time to maintain
proficiency for a military pilot. I sent
one to Capt. Eddie Rickenbacker, presi-
dent of Eastern Air Lines, New York
City. Surely no one would question his
qualifications. It reads as follows:

Defense appropriations bill scheduled for
House consideration tomorrow contains pro-
vision limiting proficlency flying to 100 hours
per year for military pilots not assigned to
operational units. Would appreciate your
views regarding minimum flying time re-
quired per year to maintain proficiency for
airline pilots, also any comment or observa-
tions you may care to express relating to
aforementioned limitation on military pro-
ficiency flying.

This morning I received the following
reply from Captain Rickenbacker:

New Yorgr, N. Y., April 29, 1954.
Hon. JoHN BELL WILLIAMS,
House of Representatives:

Airline pilots could maintain proficiency
if they averaged 10 hours of flight time
during month provided a maximum number
of landings and takeoffs were accomplished
during night and day conditions and con=-
tinual review of instrument procedures were
accomplished during flight. In my opinion
military flight crews not assignhed to opera=-
tional combat units in order to maintain
fiying proficiency in the high performance
aircraft of today would require at least twice
that amount providing this flight time was
accomplished in egual monthly amounts;
further, that instrument procedures received
maximum attention and & maximum nums-
ber of landings and takeoffs were accoms-
plished under day and night conditions.

EDDIE RICKENBACKER,

That is Captain Rickenbacker's stud-
ied opinion—that a minimum of 240
hours a year would be needed to main-
tain proficiency.

I wired Gen. James A. Doolittle also.
I did not ask him about the airline-pilot
situation because I understand he is not
connected with an airline, but is em-
ployed with Shell Petroleum Co. But
I did wire him for his opinon with re-
spect to the 100-hour proficiency flying
restriction imposed upon certain flying
officers in this bill. General Doolittle
did not reply by wire, but he did ecall
me on the telephone yesterday afternoon
during a stopover in Washington, and he
gave me permission to quote him. Ican-
not quote him verbatim—I do not moni-
tor telephone calls in my office—but I
can quote the meaning of what he said.
He said that in his opinion 100 hours
is insufficient to maintain proficiency.
He cited in proof of that his own case:
“For 30 years,” General Doolittle said,
“I flew an average of an hour or more
a day. When I took my present job,
and my business duties began to con-
sume so much of my time that I found
I could not average more than 300 hours
a year, I quit flying.”
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If a flier like General Doolittle, with
all of his skill and experience, reaches
the point where he feels he must have
300 hours a year to maintain minimum
proficiency, think what we would be
doing to those young fliers not in op-
erational units by limiting them to 100
hours a year; and then 2 or 3 years later
shipping them overseas to fly B-47's and
36's. No; this is not a question of econ-
omy, although that is the stated pur-
pose of this limitation. What price
economy as against the shedding of
American blood?

Mr. TEAGUE. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr., WILLIAMS of Mississippi. I
yield.

Mr. TEAGUE. It seems there is an-
other very important point in this con-
nection which was brought out in the
hearing. The gentleman from Kansas
[Mr. ScrivNEr] asked the question:

Is there any difference In the accident
rates as they relate to proficiency flying and
as they relate to operational flying generally
speaking?

The answer was:

In 1953 a comprehensive study of the re-
lation of duty assignment to pilot accident
rates was completed. * * *

It was determined by that study that
the pilots whose duty assignments are other
than flyilng have an accident rate double
that of pilots assigned to flying jobs, and
that this difference in accident rates could
be accounted for only by the differences in
the amount of flying performed by each
category.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippl. I
thank the gentleman for quoting from
that report. I do not think anyone in
this Chamber could take issue with what
it says.

Mr. POFF. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. of Mississippi. I
yield.

Mr. POFF. As a former flyer myself,
I want to concur most heartily with the
position taken by the gentleman and I
shall support his amendment. May I
ask the gentleman rhetorically: how
many landings and takeoffs could he
shoot in a B-29 in two hours a week?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi. As
my good friend, the gentleman from Vir-
ginia, knows, one takeoff and landing
would probably consume a 2-hour flight
in that type plane. Surely you couldn’t
shoot more than 2 in 2 hours. I am sure
of that, although I have never flown one.
The average flight of a B-29 is, I under-
stand, even in training runs, some 8 to 10
hours.

I agree completely with the committee
in what they are seeking to do here, and
I am sure every other Member of the
House does, but I am equally sure this is
a matter which eannot be handled by the
method of placing an arbifrary limita-
tion in an appropriation bill. It can only
be handled administratively, and my
amendment leaves the language in the
bill which permits that.

I admit, readily, that the Air Force
has been lax in policing this kind of
thing; but if our Air Force leadership,
under the Secretary of Defense, will
avail themselves of the authority granted
to them under this section, there will be
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no need for an arbitrary limitation be-
ing placed in this bill. That can be
handled administratively, and that is the
only way it can be handled properly. If
you will read section 721 of the bill, you
will see that the machinery is provided
for doing this administratively, without
the 100-hour limitation.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Mississippi has expired.

(By unanimous consent, at the request
of Mr. HorLt, Mr. WiLrLiams of Mississippi
was granted 2 additional minutes.)

Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi. I am
sure you will be told by opponents of
this amendment that there are ways of
getting around this 100-hour limitation.
If that is true, then why keep it in the
bill? Why not be honest with ourselves
and put the burden of responsibility
where it belongs; that is, on our military
leaders, and eliminate the obvious dan-
gers which are inherent in this 100-hour
limitation?

I wish I had more time in which to
discuss the hearings on this provision.
If you read the hearings, though, you
will find that the Defense Department
sent Mr. White, Under Secretary for Air,
over here with instructions to support
and recommend this 100-hour limitation.

You will also find, if you will read the
hearings, that Mr. White then proceeded
to make a perfect case against it.

Mr. POFF. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi. I
yield.

Mr. POFF. Is it not the responsibility
of those in power to enforce that limi-
tation?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi. Of
course it is. I do not think it is wise
for Congress to try to decide matters of
this kind; this should be left to adminis-
trative determination based on expert
opinions.

Mr. PATTEN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi. I
yield.

Mr. PATTEN. I agree wholeheartedly
with the gentleman and that the 100-
hour limitation is false economy.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent to extend my remarks at this point
in the REcoRD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Arizona?

There was no objection.

Mr. PATTEN. Mr. Chairman, the ap-
propriations bill for the fiscal year 1955
budget has been reported out of com-
mittee, and it is the same old story of fur-
ther reductions in the Air Force budget.

The President had recommended a
budget of only $11.2 billion, which was
modest, indeed, and under the budget
of $11.4 billion appropriated last year.
My colleagues will recall that last year
there was considerable attack on the Air
Force and even the integrity of Air
Force planners, I recall some remarks
of one of my distinguished colleagues to
the effect that recurring signs of spring
were the daffodils, cherry blossoms
around the Tidal Basin, and a frenzied
plea—on the part of Air Force leaders—
for additional funds for a larger Air
Force.
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The implication of my colleague’s re-
marks was that certainly it was nothing
to get excited about, that the Air Force
wanted more wings and more funds for
its augmented structure. So only $11.4
billion was appropriated. It was less
by $1.4 billion than was appropriated for
the Army and only $1.9 billion more than
was appropriated for the Navy. For
the Air Force of the world's leading
nation in the fight against aggressive
communism, in the age of airpower and
atomic power, it was certainly a modest
budget—in no sense a generous one.

This year the administration was sup-
posedly airpower minded. In his budget
message the President told us that the
fiscal year 1955 budget points toward the
creation, maintenance, and full exploita-
tion of modern airpower; and the Vice
President has repeatedly stated that the
administration’s program of national se-
curity is based on the principle of mas-
sive retaliatory power—which means the
power of our atom-bomb carrying, inter-
continental bombers. But even favor-
ably disposed as it is this year to the Air
Force, the administration asked for only
$11.2 billion, less, as I said, than was
appropriated last year, and a very little
more than was asked for for the Army
or the Navy.

In an effort to correct a mistake of last
year, in which the American people were
told that the Air Force did not need fo
have 143 wings, we were told this year
that we would have 137 wings—but that
because of new developments in aircraft,
and for other reasons, the 137 wings
would have the combat strength of the
143-wing program that had been dis-
carded. It was an attempt to reassure
the American people that the present
administration really is air-minded, in
spite of the scuttling of the 143-wing Air
Force program in the first session of the
83d Congress.

Well, the budget is out of committee—
and the Air Force budget has been re-
duced again—this time to $10.8 billion,
which is $6 million under what was ap-
propriated last year—the year the Air
Force was out of favor. If the adminis-
tration really came out for an Air Force,
saying we had to have the best in the
world, I shudder to think what would
happen. The appropriations would go
down even more. I well remember that
the brilliant junior Senator from
Georgia remarked last year, that if a
budget cut of $5 billion would bring us
greater security, why not a budget cut of
$10 billion, to make that security abso-
lutely secure? This year we are certainly
moving in the direction of such reverse
thinking.

Analyzing the budget recommenda=
tions, I find that the amount recom-
mended for aireraft procurement has not
been touched—certainly a mark of cau-
tion on the part of the budget butcher-
men. It takes time to design, develop,
and procure aircraft, as they perfectly
well know. You don't turn out aircraft
simply by turning on the faucet; you
have to prime the pump. Last year we
had some hope of speeding up procure-
ment through use of the Air Force's
heavy press program. That program got
scuttled too. But, let us be grateful for
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small favors. The funds for aireraft pro=
curement have not been cut in this year’s
budget.

What has been cut is everything else—
including funds for research and devel-
opment. I recall that last year the Sec-
retary of Defense accused the Air Force
of a research project to discover why
potatoes turn brown. The scientists of
the Nation jumped on him about that
one. The answer to why potatoes turn
brown is expected to give the clue to
some important discoveries connected
with food preservation and, therefore,
with the Air Force’s program for escape
and survival of personnel. But the Sec-
retary’s prejudice against research
seems to have affected the budget ax=-
wielders as well.

Funds for research and development
have been reduced $21 million. That is
almost 5 percent. I should think funds
for this essential purpose might well
have heen increased 5 percent. Re-
search and Development gave us the jet
engine—sometime after the Germans
had developed one; today’s guided mis-
sile—10 years after the Germans ug,ed
guided missiles to devastate the Belglan
seaports; and the hydrogen bomb—_-Just.
a few months ahead of the Russians.
Our research scientists are men of the
highest capability; their training is of
the best, and our resources are unlimited.
If we have so far been able to do no bet-
ter than merely keep ahead of our ene-
mies, and sometimes even lag behind,
is not it time we appropriate more,
rather than less, for the research and
development funetion?

Funds for maintenance and operations
are cut approximately 7 percent—but be-
cause the function is tremendous, this
reading accounts for the largest single
item in the budget—almost a third
greater than funds for aireraft procure-
ment, and a quarter billion dollars
greater than the funds for military per-
sonnel requirements. Aircraft do not
remain operational unless they are main-
tained; aircraft are useless unless they
are used.

How they are used today, and how
they may be used, is causing grave con-
cern not only in the Congress but
throughout the Nation. There is a
strange foreign name, already become
familiar in the United States, that tells
something of that use—the name is
Dien Bien Phu. We are not at war in
Indochina, but the future of democracy
is at stake there, and even as I am speak-
ing American aircraft are operating for
the succor of that outpost. Secretary
of Defense Wilson says such assistance
as we are giving the French will not in-
volve us in war. A President of the
same name once made similar remarks,
the reversal of which is a matter of his-
tory. This seems a strange time to re-
duce the funds for the maintenance and
operation of our aircraft. Aircraft get
lost when they get too close to anti-air-
craft artillery; they also operate more
in time of conflict than in peace, and re-
quire greater maintenance. A 7-percent
cut in funds for this function hardly
gibes with national policy of assistance
to the democratic forces beleagured at
Dien Bien Phu. Such a cut is like writ=-
ing off Indochina, as we once did Ko-
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rea—outside the perimeter of our in-
terest.

Since I have given percentages, I
shall continue. Major procurement of
other than aircraft has been cut 8 per-
cent—certainly a high percentage. I
do not know on what basis this cut was
made, or why this particular percentage.
It seems consistent, however, with the
other cuts.

Funds for military personnel require-
ments have been cut only 1.2 percent—
as if the budget makers took fright from
the Womble report. The Congress has
cut fringe benefits and personnel priv-
ileges too much already. An election
year is no time to cut appropriations for
personnel any further. A cut of $21
million is window dressing, and a cut
that hurts. But it is not consistent with
other cuts in the budget—for which I
am grateful.

The overall percentage is 3.4—a 3.4
percent cut in America's security. Air
Force leaders make stirring speeches
about the power of our Air Force. I
wonder if they really believe all they say.
How powerful will that Air Force be
when the budget is whittled down every
year—3.4 percent this year, 3.4 percent
again next year, unless there is a real
change of heart about the Air Force and
real acceptance of the facts of airpow-
er and atomic power. We are told we
will have the 137-wing Air Force by mid-
1957. Cuts in funds for the program
do not encourage belief in the achieve-
ment of the goal.

Mr. Chairman, a very proper question
is how much have funds for the other
services been reduced. The answer is
interesting. Funds for the Army have
been cut 7.2 percent, and of this we shall
hear more undoubtedly. The Army has
some vigorous spokesmen. But funds for
the Navy have been cut only 2.2 percent.
So here we are again, just where we were
last year, in spite of all the honeyed
words of reconciliation, apology, and ex-
planation. Up Navy, down Air Force.
Keep the traditional service and
strengthen it. Let the airpower get the
lean of the budget while seapower gets
the fat. Ignore the facts of atomic and
hydrogen bombs. Forget commitments
to the NATO allies, promises of aid to In-
dochina, and all the other functions that
require a strengthened and enlarged
Air Force. Lull the leaders of the Air
Force into belief that what they have
worked for, what they are willing to die
for, what they know—and this Congress
knows—the country must have, it will
have—then dash those hopes; undo the
good that has been done, and cut the
budget.

Yes, spring has come again to Wash-
ington—but the signs are not only the
cherry blossoms—now faded—and pleas
for an augmented Air Force—largely ig-
nored this year and evaded. A sure sign
of spring in Washington is a cut in the
Air Force budget. That cut has now
been made.

The outlook for the summer is gloomy
indeed—and news from Indochina only
increases the gloom.

Mr. PRICE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the amendment.

Mr, Chairman, I would like to com-
mend wholeheartedly the presentation
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of the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr,
WiLriams], and urge my colleagues to
support his amendment.

I would also like to mention to the
House that the gentleman who has just
preceded me, Mr. WiLLiams of Missis-
sippi, observes today the 10th anniver-
sary of his discharge from the Air Force,
It was 10 years ago that our colleague
from Mississippi was separated from
the Air Force, where he had a very com-
mendable and honorable record as a
pilot.

As the gentleman from Mississippi
[Mr. WiLLiams] stated, this is a subject
which can be and should be handled ad-
ministratively by the Air Force. I ap-
preciate the concern of the committee
in regard to this matter. I know it is di=
rected toward abuses in the proficiency-
flying requirement. We all know there
have been abuses in connection with pro-
ficiency flying, and the committee is to
be commended for being concerned about
those abuses. As a result of the interest
of the subcommittee in this matter, many
of the abuses over the past years have
been corrected. A few of them remain
today. Those that do remain can be
further corrected by the administrative
policy of the Department of the Air
Force, and I am certain that they will be.

It seems to me we are closing our
minds to the facts when we impose a
limitation of 100 hours by law, and put
it into legislative form. The facts are
that first we are governed by the Na-
tional Security Act in some of these
things. Of course, that was by the ac-
tion of Congress, and that act required
the Air Force to be in readiness at all
times for prompt and sustained air op-
eration. The other fact is that readiness
can be achieved only by sustained and
required training.

There is something else to be under-
stood about this 100-hour figure. It was
originally established by the Air Force
as a minimum for professional flight
training for pilots in an administrative
position.

We cannot overlook the fact that there
will always be the necessity of placing
many experienced pilots in administra-
tive positions.

Mr. WILLTAMS of Mississippi. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PRICE. I yield to my colleague
from Mississippi.

Mr, WILLIAMS of Mississippi. I have
Jjust this morning found out that the cost
of a B-36 is somewhere in the vicinity of
$3 million, and a B-47 runs to about $2
million. The destruction or crash of one
B-36 by a rusty pilot would more than
offset any savings that might accrue
from placing this 100-hour limitation in
this bill, not to mention the lives of the
boys who might be in the air.

Mr. PRICE. The gentleman brings
out a very good point, but regardless of
that we have to take into consideration
the primary mission of the Air Force.
We have to recognize the fact that many
officers are required to occupy adminis-
trative and other desk positions, who
will be the men called upon in the first
brush that the Air Force is brought into
in case of trouble any place in the world.
These are the men who will carry on the
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first efforts and first action of our Air
Force in the event of war.

The 100-hour flying limitation was
originally established by the Air Force as
a minimum for proficiency flight train-
ing for pilots in administrative, techni-
cal, and staff positions. It was never
thought of as a maximum. It was deter-
mined by calculating the lowest rate of
flying time at which the proficiency of
the pilot does not retrogress into an in-
creasing and unacceptable trend of acci-
dent occurrences. Any provision in the
budget which sets 100 hours as the maxi-
mum for proficiency flying serves to
vitiate and compromise the entire fiying
safety program. And that program, I
would remind my colleagues, is directed
toward insuring not only safety of flight
but conservation of material and per-
sonnel resources. By personnel re-
sources I mean lives—the lives of the
men who fly the planes.

Here is the Air Force, then, on the one
hand, striving for readiness, and making
a truly herculean effort to promote safe-
ty—which, in the long run, means econ-
omy; and here is the Congress, on the
other hand, telling the Air Force, in the
name of economy, that it must take steps
which will increase the pilots’ chances of
being injured or killed.

To me, this simply does not make
sense. It is basically and fundamentally
wrong. It serves to deplete our reser-
voir of trained pilots, and it weakens,
even destroys, our Air Force's ability to
engage in sustained air operations. It

is false economy—economy on paper,

not economy of resources.

Mr. Chairman, the destruction of only
1 or 2 modern aircraft, together with
the loss of their highly trained crews,
will negate any paper savings which
might appear to result from this flying
time limitation, with its saving of gaso-

e.

The Air Force found out, during the
Korean war, that Reserve officers, re-
called to active duty and given flight
refresher courses, had a 45 percent high-
er accident rate than officers who had
been flying the prescribed minimum of
100 hours per year. This alone proves
that regularity of training is a contri-
bution to safety. It follows that in-
creased regularity increases the contri-
bution. No commercial airline would
entrust responsibility for a plane load
of passengers to a pilot whose flying time
was limited to 100 hours a year, and yet
with the clouds growing ever darker on
the horizon, we would limit the flying
of one-third of all Air Force pilots.

It is essential that our pilots continue
to be the most proficient flyers in the
world, It is my urgent plea, therefore,
that my colleagues support the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Mississippi.

Mr. SCRIVNER. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the amendment and
ask unanimous consent to proceed for
5 additional minutes,

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Kansas?

There was no objection.

Mr, SCRIVNER, Mr. Chairman, I
wish to state that, because of the very
high personal regard I have for the gen-
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tleman from Mississippi, who introduced
this amendment, and an equally high re-
gard for the splendid war record he has
made, it becomes unpleasant for me to
oppose his amendment; but all of the
picture is not nearly as bad as he and
the gentleman from Illinois have painted.

In the first place, he knows, and I
know, that there are not going to be any
rusty pilots put in B-36’s or B-47’s. In
the second place, the purpose of this pro-
gram has been misunderstood too many
times by too many people. We all know
that as of today perhaps 20,000 men who
have been rated as pilots, as flying men,
are on desk jobs which do not at this
time call for flying. Many thousands of
them will no longer fily. But in order for
these men who are on desk jobs now to
get their flying pay the practice has been
established to set up what is known as
minimum individual training—MIT,
which we commonly refer to as profi-
ciency flying. That is not a proper name
for it, but it has been in use so long that
we will continue to use it.

In order to get this flying pay there
was a requirement that they have this
minimum of 100 hours a year. We
knew some of these people were flying
some little Beechcraft C-46s, and so on,
that they had a lot of fun doing it, that
they took a lot of joyrides to various
parts of the country, that they did a lot
of things that not only were foolish but
were quite expensive. That situation
grew to such an extent some remedial
action had to be taken inasmuch as the
Department did not do so.

This section was adopted last year and
up to now it has not impeded or impaired
progress or training, This is just purely
for these, as the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi [Mr. WiLriams] calls them, desk
pilots, or pilots now assigned to desk jobs,
so that they can keep on getting their
flying pay.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SCRIVNER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Mississippi.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi. I
might say that two of our best pilots in
the category the gentleman is referring
to would be John Meyer, who served here
several years as liaison officer, and who
went from here to F-86's in Korea; and
later, Col. Jim Wilson, who also served
here for several years, left here to take
charge of a B-29 group in Korea. Those
men could not have done that with the
handicap of the 100-hour provision in
effect during their service here at the
Capitol.

Mr. SCRIVNER. The gentleman
designated the category, and surely he
does not believe they would be taken
from a desk job to a B—47 without taking
the required 100 to 120 days training
pressure course?

I am not a flier. I have flown as a
passenger quite a few thousand miles,
and I want these men to be good pilots
because they are the men who have my
life in their hands. I would not do any-
thing that would jeopardize the skill of
these pilots because I might ride with one
of them one of these days. But before
they go back into active flying they are
given 120 days training under pressure.
If you will read the entire hearings and
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read the report, you will find that this
provision does not restriet training flying
in any degree.

I know the gentleman from Mississippi
is interested in this matter and wants
the whole story. This section does not
restrict training flying one single solitary
minute. There were some people who
were getting flying pay we did not think
were entitled to it. They have been
taken off. The bill passed last year with
this language in it. We have not
changed it.

This act did not go into effect until
late in August, so that by the time the
regulations were drafted, the real effect
of this provision in last year’'s bill did
not come into effect until late in the
fall. But even in that short time it was
found that this has reduced the so-called
proficiency flying. It stopped many
abuses and probably saved somewhere in
the neighborhood of $35 million or more.

Here is what the Defense Department
is doing: They have now set up a review
board composed of fliers who are going
to go over the entire list of these men
who have the nonflying assignments,
considering years of experience, 14, 21, or
28 years, to see whether they should stay
on or be removed from flying status.
Then they are going to make still further
study and make recommendations, and
they will come up between now and the
time the appropriation hearings are be-
fore us next spring, probably in January,
with a complete report showing the ef-
fects of this provision during the period
of time it has been in operation, and they
are going to set up their standards, stop
the abuses, and still make it possible for
these men to keep their hand in. If they
are not going to fly again, why waste all
this time and just let them joyride
around all over the country? I think the
gentleman from Mississippi agrees that
these abuses should be stopped.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi. I
agree there were and are abuses, but if
there are men in the Air Force who will
never fly again operationally, let us re-
move them from flying status.

Mr. SCRIVNER. That will be one of
the results.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi. I
recognize the fact that the gentleman is
as sincere as he can be in supporting
this limitation, and I am sure that he
will grant me the same concession.

Mr. SCRIVNER. There is never any
question in my mind about the gentle=-
man’s sincerity.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippl. I
thank the gentleman. I think both of
us would like to see the same end resulf,
and the only difference between us is a
difference of opinion as to what the ulti-
mate effect of such a limitation would be.

Mr. SCRIVNER. Of course, it has
not been in effect long enough to give us
any real, definite conclusion. That is
one reason I suggested, when we talked
about this yesterday, that this provision
be left in for a year, and by that time
we will have some real facts to go on.

Mr. TEAGUE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SCRIVNER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas, for whom I also have
great admiration.
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Mr. TEAGUE. The gentleman stated
that no flight training has been re-
stricted.

Mr. SCRIVNER. That is right.

Mr. TEAGUE. In reading the hear-
ings, it seems there is a considerable dif-
ference of opinion between the commit-
tee and the Air Force as to what this
amendment means and what it does.

Mr. SCRIVNER. I know, but all we
can do is to write the provisions of the
law. We cannot administer it for them.
We found when this section came up be-
fore the committee that there was some
question, and we were told that in so
many words—and the gentleman from
California and all of us were in on this
discussion which you will find, I believe,
on page 500 of the hearings—that this
was to be confined solely to the maximum
individual proficiency flying. The Sec-
retary then read just exactly what the
provision was, and he stated that there
would be a limitation of 100 hours of
proficiency flying. And I said, “That is
right, proficiency flying.” And that was
when he got the flying pay. If you will
go down further in the hearings, you
will find where we told them that there
was no intention whatsoever on the part
of the committee or the section to stop
flying training. The Secretary of De-
fense, the Secretary of Air, or any one
of these youngsters in the Pentagon
Building, if they find there is any need
for them to get flying training, all they
have to do is to get an order, and he
gets it. It will not interfere with flying
training whatsocever. I feel that the
provision contained in the bill this year
and last year should be retained and that
the amendment should be voted down.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike out the last
word.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
amendment of the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi [Mr. WiLrLiams]. It seems to me
that the language of the bill on pages
43 and 44—paraphrased—clearly limits
the time a pilot may fly to 100 hours a
year. It reads:

No part of the appropriations in this act
shall be avallable for * * * operating air-
craft * * * for the purpose of proficiency
fiylng except in accordance with regulations
issued by the Secretaries of the Departments
concerned * * * which shall establish pro-
ficiency standards and maximum and mini-
mum flying hours for this purpose, but not
to exceed 100 hours during the fiscal year.

To me it seems clear that the time
limited to any one pilot, and we are talk-
ing about those who are on some kind of
desk duty but who are qualified USAF
pilots, is 100 hours per year.

These pilots may have come from the
Strategic Air Force, from a Fighter
Squadron, from the Military Air Trans-
port Service, from a Search and Rescue
Squadron or from other categories in
the USAF.

It is the policy of the Air Force to
rotate its pilots to various kinds of jobs,
so they will get a broad experience. In
the group are some who later in their
career will hold top positions in the
USAF and this is a means of widening
their experience and learning about their
ability to handle important assignments.
But these men are pilots and most of
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them young enough so they will, when
a tour as a liaisen officer or a personnel
officer is over, go back to flying.

I conceive the word proficiency to
mean the development of proficiency in
flying, as well as indicating enough fly-
ing to place the pilot on a flying pay
status.

The committee by statements in its
report indicate that it believes pro-
ficiency means to do enough flying so as
to qualify for flicht pay. But I do not
think that the committee can give an
interpretation on what its language in
the hill means, which is contrary to the
express language of the act.

Proficiency to me means proficiency in
flying. That means skill in flying.
From a modest experience as a pilot
many years ago in the air service, I do
not think that 100 hours a year is enough
flying—less than 2 hours a week—to
keep a pilot sharp and keen. Flying
and landing airplanes requires skill, co-
ordination of muscle and eye, judgment
as to speed and many other qualities,
It is a skill that requires constant prac-
tice if the pilot is to be sharp as he should
be to assure the maximum safety of the
aircraft and passengers who are en-
trusted to him, It is just like any other
skill—whether in golf, playing a violin,
football, etc. To be good and to keep
keen and sharp one must continually
practice the skill.

The cost of this extra flying would be
nominal. It is using aireraft which the
USAF already has. It would merely cost
the amount.

Noted pilots like Edward Rickenbacker
and James Doolittle do not think 100
hours per year is enough to keep a pilot
proficient. Everyone who has ever been
in a squadron realizes that sharpness,
which means superskill in handling the
plane comes from constantly flying. A
pilot learns something from almost
every flight he makes. Being away from
the cockpit of his plane makes him feel
strange in it. It should really be his life
and to make it such he should have a
chance to fly as much as he wants to,
That is the purpose of the amendment.
Col. James Wilson was a liaison officer
several years ago. Last fall when on an
official trip for the Armed Services Com-
mittee I met him in Hawaii and he was
in command of a bombardment wing.
When he was in Washington he flew a
lot to keep himself fit as a pilot. All
these pilots who are on desk jobs should
have full opportunity to fily so when they
go back to flying, either as a commander
of a squadron or other flying duty they
will be fit to take over.

I think I am justified in quoting Hon.
STUART SYMINGTON as saying in sub-
stance, when he was Secretary of the
Air Force, “that we want our pilots in
the air as much as possible. That is
what makes them sharp, keen, and
skillful in their particular specialty.”

Unless one has lived in an air squad-
ron, where flying was your only occupa-
tion, he cannot understand how impor-
tant good flying is to morale. We had a
commanding officer in my squadron
who set an example by his excellent fly-
ing record. He was a model for us. We
all strove to be as good as he was as a
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pilot and the morale of the squadron
was wonderful.

I hope I may be pardoned for referring
to my own personal experience. An-
other squadron operating out of the
same field had a squadron commander
who was a poor flier, who did not inspire
his flying officers. He was soon removed
as his attitude almost destroyed the
morale of the squadron.

Our pilots today must be the best.
They have superhuman tasks and on
their skill rests our safety and security.
It is a small but an important contribu-
tion to their efforts to be the best pilots
in the world that we should give them all
the time they want to increase their
ability and proficiency to fly their planes.

I realize that a very few may abuse
the rule required to be observed to draw
flying pay. But that matter should be
handled by the Air Force. We should
not punish the many who are sincerely
anxious to improve their flying skill be-
cause a few weak sisters drew flying pay
who really should not have it.

This amendment should pass so the
morale of the Air Force will remain good.

Mr. SCRIVNER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. JOHNSON of California. I yield
to the gentleman from Kansas.

Mr. SCRIVNER. Mr. Chairman, I
find on returning to the desk that I
made a misstatement when I was pre-
senting the matter., I said that these
men should be given 120 hours refresher
training. It is 120 days.

Mr., WHEELER. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
amendment. During 4 years’ experience
that I had in the United States Air Force
I saw a lot of money wasted in the so-
called proficiency flying program. I
have been led to believe, since being dis-
charged from the service in 1946, that
there has continued to be some waste in
this field. However, I am constrained
to believe at this time that, granting that
there might be a few million dollars
wasted each year, based on my previous
experience, I am convinced that 100
hours per year is not enough time. I do
not want any money wasted. But if this
waste cannot be terminated administra-
tively—and certainly there should be
some officials of the United States Air
Force who can terminate it administra-
tively—if it cannot be eliminated admin-
istratively, I would rather waste a few
million dollars and maintain flight pro-
ficiency in the only branch of the service
on which we can hope to depend for our
future security, than to see it wasted as
I did the day before yesterday in the
sand hills of North Carolina. On the
day before yesterday I drove through
North Carolina and I saw millions of dol-
lars being wasted there. I saw American
boys with popguns playing hide and seek
through the hills of North Carolina using
tactics that would have heen fine in
World War I or II.

I am assuming that those who are di-
recting the destinies of our Military
Establishment are hoping that these
boys, with popguns, can be expected to
shoot down Russian TU-4's if and when
the need arises, with Garand rifles. The
only point that I am attempting to make
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in these few minutes is that we should
place these expenditures in proper per-
spective. If you cannot find administra-
tive officers to man your Air Force in
such a way as to keep money from being
wasted in proficiency flying, then we
should divert some of the money that is
being wasted this week down in North
Carolina training troops to engage in
World War I and early World War II
tactics and use that money to maintain
flying proficiency in the Air Force.

I am one of those people who believes
that our only hope for future security is
to attain and maintain complete and
positive control of the airlanes anywhere
and everywhere in the world. I do not
believe you can maintain proper flying
proficiency among the pilot personnel
with modern aireraft by restricting them
to 100 hours per year.

I sincerely hope that this amendment
will be adopted. By that I do not mean
that this Congress should endorse the
wasteful expenditure of money. But if
we have got to waste money I would
rather waste it in attempting to main-
tain flight proficiency than see it wasted
in ground force maneuvers. The ground
force maneuvers that I saw day before
yesterday were just as obsolete as the
caisson of World War L

You cannot deliver H-bombs and
A-bombs on Moscow or Smolensk with
ground force divisions. You have got
to have proficient flight personnel to
pilot the highly technical equipment, if
you are going to maintain the security of
this country. I do not think that 100
hours per year is enough time. I believe
that if a man does not need more than
100 hours, he should be dismissed from
the Air Force as one of the flying per-
sonnel. If he does not need more than
100 hours, we do not need him at the
controls of an airplane.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, when this proficiency
flight matter was before the committee
last year I did not support it and I did
not champion it this year, but I think
one has to admit that there have been,
and there probably still are, some inex-
cusable abuses in this field. The gentle-
man from Mississippi nods assent to the
statement which I make.

I should like to have the very careful
attention of the gentleman from Kansas
[Mr. ScrivNER], the gentleman from Ne=
braska [Mr. HrRUskAl, and the gentleman
from Maryland [Mr. MILLER], members
of the subcommittee. If the interpreta-
tion they give to the present law is the
correct interpretation, I do not see why
anybody should be disturbed about the
present limitation.

If you turn to the Department of De-
fense hearings—that is the Department
of Defense, not one of the services—you
will find on page 495 that Mr. White of
the Air Force says this:

The Department of Defense supports en-
actment of section 720 in its present lan-
guage.

That provision is now identified as
section T21.

So the Air Force has officially said
that it favors this language, and it has
said that through the Assistant Secre-
tary of the Air Force, Mr. White.
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Mr. WILLTAMS of Mississippi. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MAHON. I yield.

Mr, WILLIAMS of Mississippi. I think
it is significant to note that none of the
flying officers, including General Twining
and others, were asked for their opinions
by the committee on this subject.

Mr. MAHON. If the gentleman will
let me proceed, I have here stated the
darkest side of the picture from the
standpoint of the gentleman’s amend-
ment. I want to be fair and give the full
story.

The Secretary goes right on to say on
the same page:

It is necessary to point out, however, that
our experience with this legislation is ex-
tremely limited. During the short time it
has been in effect it has not been possible to
make a true evaluation of the long-range
impact of restriction. We know that the
restriction will in time reduce the overall
experience of the pilot corps of each of the
services.

I want o give the whole picture.

We know, too, daily advances in aviation
and the increasing complexity and costs of
air equipment demand even higher levels of
pilot skill,

I skip down a little further, to where
Mr. WLite says on page 495:

In other words, you were not driving, as I
understood it, to just restrict everybody.
Your feeling was that it had been abused—

That is true. Iand other Members felt
that it had been abused—
and a great many people were flying under
proficlency flying who would never go into
combat.

Mr. ScrivNer, We were right in that belief,
were we not?

Mr. WarTE. I think so; yes. However, the
danger of the 100-hour limitation or any
limitation like that is that the man who is
golng to combat some day can only fly 100
hours, too.

Mr. MiLLER, Why is that, Mr. Secretary?

And then the gentleman from Mary-
land [Mr. Miuier] further asked this
very pointed question:

Why can’t he fly more than 100 hours if
it is for training purposes and you want him
to fly more?

That is the way the gentleman from
Maryland [Mr. MiLLER] apparently feels
and that position seems to be sound.

Then the record reads further:

Mr. Warre. As I understand the provision
in the law, with the rotation that we have
for officers, if a man is in SAC his flying
hours are not covered by this provision. But
the minute he gets rotated into the Penta-
gon Building or rotated somewhere else, for
a year or two, then he is restricted to 100
hours, even though eventually he will go
back to SAC.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Texas has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. MAaHON
asked and was given permission to pro-
ceed for 5 additional minutes.)

Mr. MAHON. That is the way the
Secretary interpreted if, apparently dif-
ferently from the gentleman from Mary=-
land [Mr. MirLEr.] But then the gen-
tleman from Maryland [Mr. MILLER]
says this:

I would not think so. If your staff people
want to extend the flying training to more
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hours there is nothing in this act to prevent
t.

I was impressed by that statement at
the time—more than I am now.

The gentleman from Maryland [Mr,
MiLrLEr] continued:

The only thing we say is that he need not
fly more to draw flying pay.

And the record reads further:

Mr. WHITE. The act says that no part of
the appropriation can be used—

Mr. White was interrupted and the
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. ScRIVNER]
said:

It did not restrict the training fiying
whatsoever.

Mr., WHITE. Then we have been under a
misapprehension in the Department.

I thought the language was not very
important one way or the other in view
of these statements because according to
the committee, pilots could fly all they
wanted to if it was for training purposes
even though they were desk officers in
the Pentagon. That is the clear impli-
cation from the hearing. If that were
true, I would not be disturbed by this
language as is the gentleman from Mis=-

sissippi. But let me read a word on the
next page. On page 496, the record is
as follows:

Mr. MILLER. You certainly have. We have
said it again and again. You still seem to
say that we are trying to prevent training
fiying. We have not the slightest intention
of doing that.

That is what the gentleman from
Maryland [Mr. MitLEr] said, and if the
gentleman from Maryland's [Mr. MiL-
LER] word will be accepted at the Pen-
tagon, there is no use having this amend-
ment, and it might just as well be with-
drawn.

I ask you now to read the section No,
721 as I have read it, and I do not be-
lieve the position of the gentleman from
Maryland [Mr. MILLEr] can be at all
sustained. I refer you to section 721 on
page 43 of the bhill I maintain the
amendment says that a desk officer in
the Pentagon cannot fly more than 100
hours under any circumstances or under
any regulation. The bill reads as fol-
lows:

Bec. 721. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, Executive order, or regulation,
no part of the appropriations in this act
shall be available for any expenses of oper=
ating aircraft under the jurisdiction of the
Armed Forces for the purpose of proficiency
fiying except in accordance with regulations
issued by the Secretaries of the Departments
concerned and approved by the Secretary of
Defense—

If you do not go any further than that,
that is fine. The Secretaries can make
these regulations and they can provide
for weekend flying in any desirable form,
but the section reads further—
which shall establish proficiency standards
and maximum and minimum flying hours for
this purpose, but not to exceed 100 hours
during the fiscal year.

If there is any way to avoid that in-
terpretation, I cannot see it. I believe
that some of the committee members
have placed a strained interpretation
on the language of the present law and
that if the Air Force and Navy should
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so interpret the law they would be sub-
ject to serious criticism.

Mr. SCRIVNER. Mr. Chairman, will
the Gentleman yield?

Mr. MAHON. I yield.

Mr. SCRIVNER. An astute attorney
and practicing lawyer that the gentle-
man from Texas is, and I know that he
is quite a good one because I have tangled
with him in the committee, how you can
interpret anything else into this language
other than proficiency flying, I am un-
able to understand. That is all it re-
lates to, proficiency flying. When you
come to page 44, fixing the maximum
and minimum hours for this purpose,
that means for the purpose of proficiency
flying. It has no other meaning, except
that flying which is necessary for these
men to draw flight pay. It does not ex-
clude the Secretary or anybody in com-
mand from assigning these men to as
many hours as officials thinks they
should have.

Mr. MAHON. Let me ask the gen-
tleman this question: Here is a young
man 25 years of age, a young officer,
transferred from some airfield into
Washington. Perhaps he is in a liaison
position or over at the Pentagon. It may
be his actual duties have nothing to do
with actual flying. Does the gentleman
say that under the existing law, and un-
der the regulations of the Secretary of
the Air Force, approved by the Secretary
of Defense, he may fly two or three hun=
dred hours a year?

Mr. SCRIVNER. Not for proficiency
flying, but the Secretary could assign
him to any unlimited number of hours
of training flying.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Texas has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. MazHoN
was granted 2 additional minutes.)

Mr. MAHON. Does the gentleman
mean to say that the legislative intent of
this provision of this act is that any
desk officer, under the circumstances
mentioned, could be assigned to flight
on weekends or at other times when he
is not performing his duty as a liaison
officer, in excess of 100 hours a year?

Mr, SCRIVNER. For training flying,

yes.

Mr. MAHON. Does he have to be as-
signed to a specific unit?

Mr, SCRIVNER. That is a matter of
mechanics that is not difficult to work
out. But the gentleman knows and I
know there is a tremendous difference
between training flying and so-called
proficiency flying. The difference is so
great that I do not understand how any-
one in the Pentagon could have any
doubt about it.

Mr. MAHON. In other words, you
think the law is being misinterpreted?

Mr. SCRIVNER. I think the appli-
cation has been too limited.

Mr. MAHON. And that it should ad-
mit of desk officers flying more than a
hundred hours for training purposes?

Mr. SCRIVNER. Surely. There i3
no question in my mind about it.

Mr. MAHON. If that is the under=-
standing, and if the Pentagon will follow
that policy, I do not see any need for
the pending amendment.

Mr. RAYBURN. The tfrouble about
that is the interpretation may be wrong.
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If you put the amendment in, there will
be no question about the interpretation.
We are not interpreting this law. We
are passing it.

Mr. TEAGUE. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MAHON. I yield.

Mr. TEAGUE. Certainly the Air
Force did not interpret this as our mem-
bers of the subcommittee have inter-
preted it.

Mr. MAHON. I myself did not so in-
terpret the language but if we could
persuade officials to interpret it as the
gentleman from Kansas interprets it, I
do not see the necessity for a change in
the law. However, I admit that it may
be difficult for the Defense Department
to follow the interpretation given by the
committee in view of the express lan-
guage in the bill.

Mr. TEAGUE. But I do not see how
officials can follow the committee in view
of the language in the present act.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has again expired.

Mr. MILLER of Maryland. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike out the last
two words.

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield for a
unanimous-consent request?

Mr. MILLER of Maryland. Yes; I
yield.

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent that all
debate on this amendment and all
amendments thereto close at the con-
clusion of the remarks of the gentleman
from Maryland [Mr. MILLER],

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Chairman, I
would like 5 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Will the gentle-
man amend his request to allow the gen-
tleman from Texas to have 5 minutes?

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. Mr. Chair-
man, I will amend the request that all
debate on the amendment and amend-
ments thereto close in 10 minutes after
the conclusion of the remarks by the
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. MILLER].

The CHAIRMAN. With 5 minutes al-
lowed to the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
BENTSEN]?

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. And the
gentleman from Arizona [Mr. RHODES].

The CHATRMAN. 1Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mr. MILLER of Maryland. Mr,
Chairman, the gentleman from Texas,
my distinguished colleague [Mr. MaHON]
has been reading part of this record.
I will not read any more of it than nec-
essary, but there are several more pages
of it and it develops that not only did
Mr, White interpret this provision con-
trary to the way the committee intended,
but it also seems that General Asensio
said on page 500 of the hearings:

Sir, if I have been tilting at windmills,
we will be very happy—

And to that I replied:

You certainly have ever since this came
into the law.

Then the general replied:

Then we will be delighted to dispense with
the windmill
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Your committee thought the matter
had been cleared up there.

Mr. JOHNSOII of California. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield for
a question?

Mr. MILLER of Maryland. I yield to
the gentleman from California.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. What
I would like to find out is this, and this
is the crux of the whole question, in my
opinion: Does proficiency fiying mean
only the minimum time you fly to get
flight pay?

Mr, MILLER of Maryland. To draw
flicht pay. We want to remember that.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Does
it not also include improving the man’s
proficiency as a flyer?

Mr. MILLER of Maryland. No, that
would be training flying. Proficiency
flying is a misnomer as it is used in this
connection.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. With
every flight his proficiency is enhanced,
or his knowledge of flying skill is im=-
proved.

Mr. MILLER of Maryland. Yes, any
time he flies he learns something, and
therefore it might be considered train-
ing, but as far as the pay bill is con-
cerned this word proficiency means
enough flying to entitle him to draw
flight pay.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. And
who made that interpretation, that de=
cision?

Mr. MILLER of Maryland. I eall your
attention, if you will, to page 7 of the
committee report. So that there can be
no further misunderstanding about it I
would like the membership to note that
the committee makes this statement in
its report:

The committee recelved testimony that
the limitation on proficiency flying was, in
cerfain instances, interpreted to restrict fly-
ing for training p es. The history of
this limitation, including the debate on the
1954 bill, includes no statement to the effect
that training flying is to be limited. It is
the intent of the committee that this limi-
tation be so administered as to leave no
question that training fiying, as determined
by the Secretary, is excluded from the limi-
tations contained in section 721 of the bill.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr,
Chairman, will the gentleman yield fur-
ther?

Mr. MILLER of Maryland.
much time left, but I yield.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. I donot
see how the understanding of the com-~
mittee and its statement in the report
can overcome the specific language that
is in the bill itself.

Mr., MILLER of Maryland. With the
gentleman’s permission I can only say
that in my opinion as a lawyer that if
there were any doubt as to what that
language meant, the debate, the com-
mittee hearings, but more than anything
else the fact that the language has been
interpreted in the committee report
should remove any doubt or uncertainty
as to what was meant by this language,
The committee has said what it means
in its report. It would therefore seem
to me that there could not be any doubt
that training flying is not to be limited
and that it is quite different from pro-
ficiency flying.

I have not
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Mr. JOHNSON of California. But we
cannot in the committee interpret a
statute if it is contrary to what the act
itself spells out. :

Mr. MILLER of Maryland. Lawyers
do not always agree on the meaning of
language but when there is doubt, usu-
ally courts follow the legislative intent
indicated by debate and particularly
when set forth in a formal committee
raport.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
BENTSEN].

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Chairman, we
have a situation here where the former
chairman of the committee and the pres-
ent chairman of the committee find
themselves directly opposed to each
other as to the interpretation and mean-
ing of this language in the bill. In such
a situation, and with the Air Force in
a quandry as to the correct interpreta-
tion, it seems to me that the interests
of the Air Force, the country and the
Congress are best served by adopting
the pending amendment.

We have heard a great deal of dis-
cussion about proficiency and training
and the difference between them. We
have been told there is a great difference
and an obvious one. But to me, a pilot
who is retaining or keeping up his pro-
ficiency is also in the process of training.
In flying you are constantly running into
new situations, I do not care how many
hours you have flown in the past. A dif-
ferent type of engine failure, a new
weather condition, a new icing condition,
that results in continued training of that
particular pilot. I think the difference
is so nebulous and that there is such
a faint line between proficiency and
training that the present language in the
bill is confusing; therefore should be
removed.

One of the things you notice in combat
overseas is the morale of the squadron,
the group or the wing. Much of it is
determined by the commander or “old
man” of that particular unit. He must
be able to fly as well as the men under
his command if he is to have their re-
spect; yet sometimes during World War
II you saw commanders come in on a
squadron, wing or group who were poorly
trained flyers or who had been away
from flying too long. They could not
do the job of close formation flying, in-
strument flying and precision flying as
well as men under their command. The
reason was they had been at desk jobs
and in many instances they did not keep
up their proficiency and training for
continued flying operations.

The SAC has set up some limits of
minima of amount of flying hours needed
before a man can fill certain flying po-
sitions. A B-47 co-pilot must have 900
hours, a B-47 pilot 1,500 to 2,000 hours
depending on type, and a B-36 pilot 2,000
to 3,000 hours depending on type.

It is perfectly feasible to find a man
who has served in the Pentagon for two
3-year tours who has been limited to 100
hours a year to suddenly find his train-
ing and proficiency have not kept up with
his birthdays. The results are the age
bracket for these positions in the SAC
goes higher and higher for the type of
men who are to command the B—47's or
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the B-36’s. You find as they grow older
their alertness is not as good, and you
are losing the best physical years of these
men who have command and executive
capabilities. The young men who have
the physical alertness are not achieving
the level of proficiency and training as
required. By the time they achieve the
necessary total hours, they are bifocal
pilots.

I believe the amendment should be
adopted to eliminate the confusion be-
tween proficiency and training flights.
It cannot be shown where one starts and
whether the other stops.

Today we are building an all-weather
Air Force, one that is operated by jets.
That means a higher degree of training,
that means a higher degree of proficiency
for those men. If we are going to have
them go out flying their missions with
less hours, you are going to have a
greater number of aireraft accidents,
You are going to lose more planes and
you are going to lose valuable men.

Captain Jarecki, the escaped Polish
pilot, had this to say when interviewed
by our intelligence officers:

I was a pilot in a MIG squadron, and I
had less than 150 hours in the air. Of those,
100 hours were in the conventional planes
or training units. Then I was assigned to
a tactical unit where I got 5 hours in a
two-place jet trainer, the training wversion
of the MIG. After I had 40 hours in the
MIG, I escaped. I think most of the Red
pilots flying in Korea probably have had
the same kind of training, and this is no
match for our American training.

So I say, let us not make a fair weather
Air Force out of our most important
deterrent to attack. It is my firm con-
viction that a maximum of 100 hours of
flying a year will not retain a pilot’s pro-
ficiency particularly when only a small
portion of that is normally allocated to
instruments.

You do not always know what your
weather will be at the start of a flight
despite weather predictions. You may
start out on a nice clear day but the
first thing you know you are surrounded
by weather. You had better know how
to fly on instruments and have had
sufficient training.

In emergencies, because of malfunc-
tion of equipment or because of weather
conditions, you simply have not time to
have to think out each step of your pro-
cedure. Your training must have in-
doctrinated you to such an extent that
your reactions are automatic.

If you lose one, or two, of the few
of these expensive airplanes because of
insufficient training or lack of profi-
ciency, you will have lost not only the
lives of the pilots but the planes. It is
impossible to put a dollar value on the
life of any young American, but we do
know what it has cost the Government
to train him and what the aircraft has
cost. In dollars alone you will have lost
more than you could save with this
attempt at false economy.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BENTSEN. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. The
gentleman is, indeed, an excellent pilot
and has had a lot of experience. Is not
this a fact, that you have to have good
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coordination of your eyes and muscles
and use good judgment, and the more
you fly the sharper you get?

Mr. BENTSEN, The more automatic
your reaction is. I will say this to the
gentleman: I used to think, as many of
us did, that I was a pretty good pilot, but
after the war, when I came back, I was
a Sunday airplane driver. I do not pilot
an airplane anymore, because I am not
proficient in flying now, because I do not
have the automatic reaction I would
have to have. We must not relegate our
Air Force officer while on administrative
jobs to Sunday airplane drivers.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
BENNETT].

Mr. BENNETT of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I support the amendment before
us, but I do it for slightly different
reasons than those so far announced.
I have been impressed by the arguments
made to the effect that a greater period
of time in the air is needed; buf the
major reason I support the amendment
before us today is because the provision
in the bill is legislation on an appropria-
tion bill and should properly be handled
by the Committee on Armed Services,
where it could be given adequate con-
sideration.

One of the main reasons I have risen
to speak is that I think it would be a
grave mistake for Congress to leave in
the record the impression that there is
substantial support here for the idea
that the infantry soldier is no longer
needed. More people are being drafted
into the Army today than in any other
branch of the services. These men are
making sacrifices for our -country.
Their chances for fatalities are greater
than among the other services. They
are greatly needed. That situation will
continue for the foreseeable future. I
remember before the Inchon landing
in Korea one of the outstanding gen=-
erals in the history of this country
proposed that amphibious landings were
a thing of the past, and only a few
weeks after that he had to eat his own
words. There were certainly very im-
portant amphibious landings at Inchon.
I think it would be a mistake for people
to believe that Congress feels that these
current maneuvers in North Carolina
are not needed. Certainly, the infantry
soldiers are needed. They must be
trained. The history of war shows that
where you have one set of weapons and
you acquire another, you merely add;
you do not subtract, and I hope that it
will be clear to everybody who is listen=-
ing to this debate that the infantry
soldier is greatly needed. As one who
has been a foot soldier for approxi-
mately 5 years in World War II, I think
I know what the infantry soldier is up
against. Some people say that the in-
fantry soldier is a thing of the past be-
cause the next war will be only a push=-
button war. I wish with all my heart
that that would be so. I would gladly
give my life to make it true that the
infantry soldier is mo longer needed.
Unfortunately that is not true.

Mr. SMITH of Mississippi. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BENNETT of Florida. I yield to
the gentleman from Mississippi.
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Mr. SMITH of Mississippi., I would
like to make it clear that a large portion
of the Congress do not regard the
maneuvers for ground troops as a waste
of the people’s money; in fact, they are
vitally necessary for the defense of the
Nation.

Mr. WAINWRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent to extend my
remarks at this point in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. WAINWRIGHT. Mr. Chairman,
it seems to me that at this particular
juncture it would be unwise for the Con-
gress to restrict the Air Force in any
manner as to the training of its person-
nel, True, the statement has been made
that the Air Force officers failed to op-
pose the 100-hour limitation. However,
it has also been pointed out that they
were asked to cut their budget to the
bone, and proficiency flying would ap-
pear to be the first cutback. I am
alarmed at the possibility of Pentagon
flying officers being limited in proficiency
flying in jets. To stay on the top of the
ball in jet flying it may be necessary to
have far more than 100 hours provided as
a limitation in this bill. Consequently,
I must rise in support of the amendment
striking out the limitation.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Arizona [Mr.
RHODES].

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr. Chair-
man, might I have the attention of my
good friend, the gentleman from Kan-
sas [Mr. ScrivNerl, the chairman of
the subcommittee?

Mr. SCRIVNER. The gentleman al-
ways has my attention when he talks.

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. I would
like to say to the gentleman that it
pains me deeply to be in favor of an
amendment which the gentleman op-
poses. I have the greatest respect for
him,

Mr. SCRIVNER. Never let my posi-
tion interfere with your own judgment.

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. One ques-
tion I would like to ask that came to my
mind as the result of the colloquy which
preceded this particular matter. It is
my understanding if I am assigned to
the Pentagon Building as an officer in
the Air Force, in the personnel section,
and I have nothing to do with flying
whatsoever except insofar as I am an
officer of the Air Force, that I can only
get 100 hours per year of flying. Fur-
ther, it is my understanding that if the
Secretary of the Air Force believes that
at some time or other I am going to com-~
bat, that he can give me an additional
duty involving training, and if that is
done, I can then get as many hours of
flying as there are aircraft available. Is
that a correct statement?

Mr. SCRIVNER. I would not inter-
pret it quite as broadly as the gentleman
states, but if you read on page 501 of the
hearings, we discussed that question.
The 100 hours only relates to the draw-
ing of proficiency pay; in other words,
rated fliers have got to fly this time in
order to get their flying pay. I think
the gentleman understands that. That
is what we normally call proficiency fly=-
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ing. It is an improper word, but if you
will read on the bottom of page 501, we
discussed the question that the gentle-
man asks. If a young officer were
brought into the Pentagon Building out
of SAC and is going to return to SAC
and is going to be a combat pilot, then,
in so many words, all in the world that
the Secretary has to do is to assign him
to flying training. It is just that simple,
and I do not know why there has been so
much confusion or doubt in this whole
situation.

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Actually
the provision on line 3 of page 44 refers
only to proficiency.

Mr. SCRIVNER. That is right.

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. And the
Secretary of Defense may assign any
given officer to an additional duty which
would allow him to fly more than 100
hours,

Mr. SCRIVNER. He would assign
him to flying training.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired. All time has
expired.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Missis-
sippi [Mr. WiLLiaMs].

The question was taken; and on a
division (demanded by Mr. SCRIVNER),
there were—ayes 95, noes 63.

So the amendment was agreed to.

The Clerk read as follows:

Sec. 737. In order more effectively to ad-
minister the funds appropriated to the De-
partment of Defense, the President, to the
extent he deems it necessary and appropri-
ate in the interest of national defense, may
authorize positions in the Department of
Defense to be placed temporarily in grades
16, 17, and 18 of the General Schedule of
the Classification Aet of 1949 in accordance
with the prncedures and standards of that
act, and such positions shall be additional
to the number authorized by section 505 of
that act. Under authority herein, grades
16, 17, and 18 in the Department of Defense
may be increased only to the extent that the
total of such grades in the Department of
Defense shall not exceed 200.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent to extend my
remarks at this peint in the Recorbp.

The CHAIRMAN. Is their objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, in
a speech I made previously today I re-
ferred to the purpose of our military
strength in connection with the attain-
ment of national objectives in our for-
eign policy.

I shall enlarge on that thought in the
remarks I am about to make.

I suppose I am in the marked minority
but history has shown on many occasions
the minority was right and the majority
was wrong.

I have repeatedly said in and outside
of this House: “The only thing the Com-
munists respect is what they fear, and
that is power and strength greater than
they possess.”

I further have said “For a Communist
is possessed of the mind of a world
killer.”

It was only a few weeks ago when a
tax reduction bill was being debated in
this House that I said, in substance,
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“Instead of reducing taxes we should be
thinking of greater defense: that if
President Eisenhower were to recom-
mend more appropriations for greater
defense he could ask for an extension
of expiring taxes, and the people would
support him; that the American people
are willing to make all sacrifices neces-
sary for security and for world peace.”

In considering the purpose of military
strength it must be borne in mind it is
directly and mainly connected with the
attainment of national objectives in
foreign policy.

There are only three ways that I know
of how these objectives can be brought
about or obtained.

First. In case of war by winning it.

Second. By creating such a prepond-
erance of military strength that a nation
can enforce its will without going to war,

Third. By negotiating around a bar-
gaining table.

If we are not stronger from a military
angle than the Soviet Union then the
first two are out.

From the evidence I have we are not
stronger than the Soviet Union.

My information is that the Soviet
Union has at least 175 divisions in active
service, plus some 50 to 75 European
satellite divisions. This does not include
the 250 to 300 reserve divisions, nor the
armies of Red China.

Compare that with the land strength
of our allies and ourself.

As I understand it, we have a war-
plane production of all types of about
12,000 a year which we must compare
with the best estimate of 22,000 a year
for the Soviet Union including 5,400
MIG jet fighters.

I have heard it said that the Soviet
Union has been feverishly building a
strong navy, and even some competent
authorities have said that the overall
strengths of the navy of the Soviet
Union is second only to the United
States.

I have heard competent authorities
say that the submarine fleet of the Soviet
Union exceeds the combined underwater
fleet of the rest of the world. Also, that
the Soviet Union is building 4 and pos-
sibly 5 new super battleships capable
of launching guided missiles.

In the field of atomic and hydrogen
bombs the knowledge exists that the
Soviet Union has made considerable if
not great progress.

We hear of the building of bombers
capable of flying to a destination in the
United States and of returning to the
Soviet Union.

We cannot think today in terms of
only a few years ago—1948—when we
possessed the atomic bomb and, on the
best information our intelligence had
then, the Soviet Union did not.

Is there anyone who honestly thinks
we have the strength and are building
the strength to know if war should sud-
denly come we can win it?

Is there anyone who honestly thinks
we have such a preponderance of mili-
tary strength that the Soviet Union and
its satellifes and Red China fear the
same, and that we have such strength
that the Soviets would be afraid to carry
out a sneak attack on us and our allies?
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If we are not strong enough in the first
two respects what chances would we have
“on negotiation around a bargaining
table?”

If we are not strong enough in the first
two purposes I have mentioned, are we
strong enough, or ®ilding in the im-
mediate future, enough military strength
to insure a favorable negotiated peace at
some future conference table?

You will note I said “a favorable nego-
tiated peace.”

Certainly any unfavorable one would
be just too bad for our country and for
our people.

If I am going to err, I prefer to err on
the side of strength than on the side of
weakness.

In the world of today, between lower
taxes and greater military strength—I
prefer greater strength. As between
dollars and liberty—I prefer liberty—
and I know you and every other Amer-
ican does.

But have we got the military strength
to enable our country to attain its na-
tional objectives in foreign policy, or if
war is thrust upon us to be capable of
winning the war?

These are questions that transcend
party policies. They directly relate to
the national interest of our country.

Exercising my judgment and search-
ing my conscience I do not think we have
that military strength.

President Eisenhower must answer
these questions in communion with his
conscience. So must all Americans,
particularly those of us entrusted with
responsibility,

For history is being made, and history
will judge all of us and particularly the
President of the United States, who
mainly determines our policies for what
we do or what we fail to do.

While I am pleased to note the new
policy of 137 air wing groups by latter
1957, I do not feel happy with the re-
ductions made in the other branches of
our armed services, particularly in the
Army.

With the world plotters of communism
determined to conquer the world and to
enslave all peoples, with the resultant
viciousness and cruelty, my judgment
tells me and my conscience dictates to
me that this is not the sound or wise
course to take.

To me, it is erring on the side of weak-
ness and not on the side of strength.

Mr. COUDERT. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read the amendment, as
follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. CoupErT: On
page 50, add a new section, beginning on line
3, as follows:

“Sec. 738. None of the funds appropriated
by this aet shall be avallable for defraying
any of the expenses of maintaining uni-
formed personnel of the United States in
armed conflict anywhere in the world: Pro-
vided, That this prohibition shall not be
applicable with respect to armed conflict
pursuant to a declaration of war or other
express authorization by Congress or with
respect to armed conflict occasioned by an
attack on the United States, its Territories
or possessions, or an attack on any nation
with whom the United States has a mutual
defense or security treaty.”
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Mr. COUDERT. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for an
additional 5 minutes and to revise and
extend my remarks.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. COUDERT. Mr. Chairman, I
shall probably not require the 10 min-
utes to state my position on this matter,
because yesterday afternoon, at the close
of the general debate, I stated fully the
reasons for this amendment. My state-
ment appears on page 5694 of the RECORD,
if any Member wishes to read it.

This amendment speaks for itself. It
is the outgrowth of the resolution that I
introduced 3!%2 years ago in January,
which would have established the prin-
ciple that funds appropriated for the
military would not be available for for-
eign military adventures solely upon the
individual responsibility and decision of
any President, without full participation
by the Congress, as provided in the Con-
stitution itself where the war-declaring
power was put in the Congress.

The resolution, which is now House
Joint Resolution 20, has been reposing
quietly in a pigeonhole of the Committee
on Armed Services for these 3% long
years. Each year I have written to the
chairman and requested that the com-
mittee give attention to that proposal
to the end that something be done,
something; and I have no such pride of
authorship as to insist that my particular
something be it. However, I insist that
something be done to prevent another
Korea in the near or distant future by
any President who chooses to interpret
the Constitution in such a way as to per-
mit him to bypass the Congress in com-
mitting the people of the United States
to great and bloody wars,

For 3 years we have sat silent in this
House, we have done nothing, we have
taken no steps, no constructive steps,
to cure the situation that was revealed
in the tragic Korean episode. I submit,
Mr. Chairman, that we have been very
remiss in that.

Insofar as I am concerned, had that
resolution of mine or some similar reso-
lution been reported out, had the House
had an opportunity to express itself on
this vitally important matter, I would
not be here today with this amendment.
This limitation on an appropriation bill
is the only method available to bring
this question before the House, because
appropriation bills have to come out
here, they have to be passed, and com-
mittees cannot keep them in pigeon-
holes. So this bill offers the only op-
portunity the Members of this House
are going to have this year or any other
year to take a position in defense of the
constitutional prerogatives of the Con-
gress so as to secure it in its constitu-
tional power to make war or not to make
war. In other words, this particular
amendment would use the appropriating
power, the power of the purse, to buttress
the power to declare war, which we have
seen so clearly can be vital.

I am very much disappointed that our
President undertook this morning to
express disapproval of this amendment.
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I frankly do not understand it. I am
disappointed. I hoped he would go the
other way. As I indicated in my re-
marks yesterday, he has repeatedly de-
clared that he would not commit the
United States to armed conflict in Indo-
china or anywhere else without the con-
sent of the Congress. He having taken
that position publicly, having proclaimed
that position to the world, it certainly
seemed to me that in offering this
amendment I was taking him at his own
word, and I was seeking to put on the
books legislation that would carry out
the very purpose and the very practice
that he himself advocates and promises
to pursue in dealing with the constitu-
tional relations of the Executive with
the Congress.

Mr. HALLECK. Mr, Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. COUDERT. I yield.

Mr, HALLECEK. I am glad the gen=-
tleman referred to the public statements
of the President in respect to his recog-
nition of the congressional responsibility
concerning declarations of war. May I
say to the gentleman I have heard him
make those statements many times at
other meetings where I have been in at-
tendance, and I happen to be one of
those who believe in his honesty of in-
tention and purpose, and that he will
follow that course. May I say to the
gentleman: Do you understand if your
amendment were adopted and one of our
naval vessels was attacked on the high
seas or a squadron of our planes were
attacked over the high seas, under your
amendment they could not even fire back
until Congress decided to do something
about it?

Mr. COUDERT. Mr. Chairman, I
understand that perfectly. I will take
those two points one at a time. In the
first place, I am naturally gratified, as
every Member of this House is and every
citizen of the United States is gratified,
at the President’s insistence that he will
not commit the United States to war
without congressional action. That be-
ing the case, I wonder if some people in
the United States, however, and in this
House, may not wonder why he, and his
supporters and leaders in this House,
should be opposed to this amendment
which would in effect carry out exactly
what he says he is going to do. That is
a curious inconsistency on that point, I
might say.

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. COUDERT. I yield.

Mr. TABER. The amendment that
you have offered here would prevent any
Governor of any State from calling out
the militia to quell a riot. It would
prevent the use of our troops to repel
trouble in Okinawa and Japan where
we have our troops quartered, and in
Germany where we have our troops quar=
tered. It would even knock us out of
Formosa. That is the picture you are
presenting to the Congress.

Mr. COUDERT. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for 5 ad-
ditional minutes so that I may complete
my statement and also answer the points
made by the gentlemen from New ¥York
and Indiana.
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The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from New
York? .

There was no objection.

Mr. MILLER of Maryland. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield for just
one more question?

Mr. COUDERT. I yield.

Mr. MILLER of Maryland. In con-
nection with an emergency, what could
be done if the Congress were not in
session?

Mr. COUDERT. All right, let us then
take them all together. The first one
was propounded by the gentleman from
Indiana. It seems to me that airplanes,
American naval and military planes have
been shot out of the air by Soviet fight-
ers in Germany and in the Far East.
Now that is the sort of case he is pre-
senting, I say as to that there is no
reason under the sky why Congress
should not be brought in before the ques-
tion of war or peace is determined with
respect to any isolated episodes of that
sort.

As to the question raised by the gen-
tleman from New York, my chairman for
whom I have the warmest regard and
the highest respect, the areas that he
covered first, riots in the United States—
this particular amendment refers to
armed conflict. Certainly, no one is go-
ing to construe armed conflict as mean-
ing riots for which the militia may be
called out.

Mr. TABER. I am afraid the gentle-
man has not read his amendment.

Mr. COUDERT. My amendment re-
fers to armed conflict anywhere in the
world.

Mr. TABER. That would be it.

Mr. COUDERT. No. 2, as to Japan
and Okinawa—Japan and Okinawa are
covered in the exception to the limita-
tion which excepts from the operation
of the limitation all of those countries
with which we have mutual defense or
security treaties and that includes and
covers Japan, Okinawa, and the areas
in Germany in which we are in occupa-
tion. In other words, under this amend-
ment everyone of the vital areas includ-
ing in the NATO countries, the inter-
American reciprocal aid countries which
is pan America—all of North and South
America—the tripartite Pacific treaty
with New Zealand and Australia—it
covers Japan, Okinawa, the Philippine
Islands, South Korea, in other words, it
leaves the President completely free and
unhampered to do what he deems best
to carry out our obligations under mu-
tual defense pacts covering 593 million
people on this earth. In other words, it
leaves the President completely free and
unhampered to do whatever he deems
best to carry out our obligation of the
various defense pacts covering 593 mil-
lion people of this earth.

Mr. VORYS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, COUDERT. I yield to the gentle-
man from Ohio.

Mr. VORYS. The gentleman is aware,
of course, that we have no such treaty
with South Korea, so that an attack on
our forces in South Korea could not be
resisted under the gentleman's agree-
ment? The gentleman doubtless did not
look up some of these things.
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Mr. COUDERT. Yes; the gentleman
knew all about that. The Senate has
ratified the South Korea treaty. The
only thing that remains to be done is the
exchange of ratifications, which is a min-
isterial act and can be done at any mo-
ment the Executive chooses to do it.
So for all practieal purposes South Ko=
rea is covered in this matter.

Mr. HALE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. COUDERT. 1Iyield to the gentle-
man from Maine.

Mr. HALE. What would be the status,
under the gentleman's amendment, of
the 100 or so airplane mechanics now
supposed to be stationed with the French
Army in Indochina?

Mr. COUDERT. I think it is a fair
assumption, if we take the President’s
statements at face value, that they are
not engaged in armed conflict. That is
the limitation in this amendment. That
is why I chose the term “armed conflict.”
It would not apply to any civilian or
military help that was not engaged in
armed conflict.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. COUDERT. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. JAVITS. I think the gentleman
said something about a mutual-defense
treaty with Germany.

I know of no such treaty.

Mr. COUDERT. I consulted the State
Department about that and I was ad-
vised that an attack upon any one of
the occupying forces of the three forces
would constitute an attack under NATO.

Mr. JAVITS. So far as I know, Ger-
many is not a party to NATO. At the
very least there is a knotty legal question
involving the coming into force of the
contractual basis with the German Fed-
eral Republic and the EDC. I do not
see how we can risk the security of our
forces in West Germany by tieing their
hands by any such amendment as this.

Mr. COUDERT. Does the gentleman
suggest for a moment that there is going
to be a Russian attack on our forces in
Germany that is not going to be a part
of an overall massive attack that will
violate the NATO agreement?

Mr. JAVITS. I say we should not act
on the floor of this House on this amend-
ment on the supposition that there will
not be one and I do not think the House,
being responsible, should speculate on
the security of forces we have in Ger-
many either.

Mr. COUDERT. Is there any limi-
tation that the gentleman would accept
upon the presently unlimited power of
the President to commit the United
States to war?

Mr. JAVITS. The President has no
such unlimited power, under the Consti-
tution or otherwise, and the gentleman
knows it. The restrictions are now writ-
ten into the Constitution. What the
gentleman’s amendment would do is to
deprive the President of his powers as
the Commander in Chief, which is set up
by the Constitution as a power equal
with the Congress’ powers. The defect
of the gentleman’s amendment is that it
seeks on an appropriation bill to deprive
the President of his constitutional power.
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Mr. COUDERT. Was the gentleman
in this House in June 1950—I think he
was—when the American forces were
sent to Korea? Was the Congress con-
sulted? Was the gentleman given an
opportunity, or any one of us, to say
whether we should do so?

Mr. JAVITS. The Congress that same
day could have stopped the President
from doing it, if it wanted to, by reso-
lution. Also the general opinion at that
time was that, if he had asked authority
of Congress, the Congress would have
given it to him that day.

Mr. COUDERT. Mr. Chairman, I am
not going to prolong this any further.
The issue is very simple. It is a matter
for Members to answer each according
to his own conscientious convictions. It
is obvious that as of today, under the
circumstances of today, there is a defi-
nite loophole in our system of operation.
The President has the power, for all
practical purposes, without limitation—
and that was demonstrated in June
1950—to commit the United States to
unlimited war without sending one word
to this Capitol or stepping up here him-
self or asking for any action from us.
For all practical purposes that is totali-
tarian power. It may be that in the case
of the present incumbent, for whom I
have the greatest admiration, he will ob-
serve the traditional division of powers
and the traditional war or peacemaking
authority under the Constitution of this
body in which we sit.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New York has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. COUDERT
was granted 1 additional minute.)

Mr. COUDERT. The fact that this
President recognizes the situation, the
traditional division of power and the
traditional functions of the Executive
and Congress, is no reason for not incor-
porating into law something that will
prevent any future President from vio-
lating such traditions.

We are living in a world of tyranny:
we are living in a world of flux and
change, and there is nothing more im-
portant for us than to keep alive our rep-
resentative institutions, our institutions
of free goverment; and I deem that some
such limitation as this must be written
into our laws to protect the very exist-
ence of Congress as part of the governing
body of the United States.

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, I regret very much that
the pending amendment has been offered
at this time.

I am opposed to it first because I think
it is entirely unnecessary; secondly, be-
cause I think it has possibilities of pro-
ducing far-reaching consequences at this
critical moment in the world’s history.

Mr. VORYS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. 1T yield.

Mr. VORYS. Did the gentleman from
New York ever offer this amendment to
the great Appropriations Committee
when this bill was under consideration?

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. It was never
offered before the bill came to the floor
of the House.
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Mr. COUDERT. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. I will yield
briefly, but I would like to make a state-
ment. The gentleman has had 16 min-
utes.

Mr. COUDERT. It is in connection
with the statement just made.

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. I yield.

Mr. COUDERT. Did not the gentle=-
man from New York advise the Appro-
priations Committee on Monday that he
intended to introduce this amendment?

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. He did, but
that was not the question which the gen-
tleman from Ohio asked.

However the author of this amendment
may construe it, the important thing is
how it may be construed by those in
other lands at this critical time in which
we are living.

In my judgment the adoption of this
amendment could handicap our nego-
tiators overseas.

In my judgment it could be construed
as a sign of weakness on the part of the
American Government.

In my judgment it could be construed
as lack of support of the President of
the United States.

In my judgment it could be construed
as an invitation to further aggression in
Indochina.

It was not so many years ago that a
statement was made by our Secretary of
State, Secretary Acheson, in respect to
the interest of this country in the Far
East. However, Secretary Acheson may
have construed.that statement, it was
apparently construed in the Far East
as a declaration of lack of interest in
Korea, or as an invitation, if you will, to
move into Korea.

In any event, shortly after the state-
ment, war broke out in Korea with all
the suffering which it entailed.

Surely this House does not want to
take any action at this time which might
be construed in a similar way in the
light of that experience.

Reference has been made to the point
of view of the President in regard to in-
volving this country in war.

I hold in my hand an extract from his
press and radio conference of March 10,
from which I quote as follows:

QuesTION., Mr. President, Senator STENNIS
sald yesterday that we were in danger of be-
coming involved in World War III in Indo-
china because of the Air Force techniclans
there. What will we do if one of those men
is captured or killed?

The PresmeNT. I will say this: There 18
going to be no involvement of America in
war unless it is a result of the constitutional
process that is placed upon Congress to de=-
clare it, Now, let us have that clear., And
that is the answer.

On today’s news ticker it appears that
in a press conference this morning re-
ferring to the specific proposal before us
at this time, the President made the
following statement:

The President called it “an artificial
restriction which could not fail to
damage the flexibility needed by a Chief
Executive to deal with a fluid interna-
tional situation.”

As for the prospects of this country
becoming involved in combat in Indo-
china, the President repeated that the
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United States will not get into a war
except through a declaration of war by
Congress.

I repeat, Mr. Chairman, this amend-
ment is entirely unnecessary. The Con-
stitution places the war-declaring power
in our hands. The President of the
United States recognizes that fact and
has stated repeatedly that he intends to
abide by it.

I hope most sincerely that the com-
mittee will take no action at this time
which could be misconstrued abroad and
thereby jeopardize the peaceful attain-
ment of objectives vital to America and
to the entire free world.

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. I yield to
the gentleman from Indiana.

Mr. HALLECEK. Of course, it is im-
possible for anyone upon brief examina-
tion of this amendment in the time we
have to envision all of the circum-
stances that might arise; but in my
questioning of the gentleman from New
York on the effect of the amendment, I
asked him if this amendment were
adopted and an attack was made on our
naval vessels on the high seas, whether
or not it could be repelled by them at
that time. He did not deny that possi-
bility. All I ask you to do is to read the
language. It says:

In the event of an attack on the United
States or its Territorles or possessions—

That is a geographical limitation.
Clearly under that language, as I said
before, if our naval vessels on the high
seas were attacked, this amendment
would say to those men, our men, being
where they have a right to be: You can-
not shoot back.

I certainly do not want to support
that kind of an amendment.

Mr. REED of New York., Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike out the last word.

Mr. COUDERT. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. REED of New York, Iyield to the
gentleman from New York.

Mr. COUDERT. I would like to ask
the gentleman from Indiana if he would
accept my amendment if there were add-
ed to “attack on the United States, its
Territories, or possessions” the phrase
“troops, ships, or airplanes of the Armed
Forces of the United States”?

Mr. HALLECK. No, I would not, be-
cause it is full of other defects, in spite
of what the gentleman says. Our troops
are on Okinawa, and they could not de-
fend themselves. If we do not have
troops on Spanish bases now we will
have and if they were attacked under
this they could not defend themselves.
I do not know how many other places
there are where the effect of this amend-
ment might be devastating. That ought
to indicate, if nothing else, that this is
a matter for careful consideration, if it
is a matter of consideration at all, and
that this is not the way to get at it.

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, it is not a pleasant thing for a per-
son who has served for years in this
House to take what appears to be from
the expressions here the unpopular side
of a piece of legislation. But I am not
afraid to follow my convictions.
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Mr. Chairman, I support the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
New York. The President has repeated-
ly said that there could be no greater
tragedy than getting our troops involved
in the war in Indochina. However, the
need for the amendment offered by the
gentleman from New York is clear be-
cause the Vice President recently stated
that he thought that our boys might
have to be sent into the jungles of Indo-
china to support the French.

The time has come to serve notice on
the rest of the world that the American
people are going to stop being suckers.
The main reason for the war in Indo-
china is the determined attempts of the
French to impose French rule on that
unfortunate land. It is interesting to
note that the French have gotten us to
assume over 80 percent of the cost of the
Indochina war, even though the French
only spend 11.1 percent of their national
income for defense purposes, while we
are required to spend 14 percent of our
national income for defense, exclusive of
the staggering billions that we spend
on foreign economic aid. French taxes
are far lower than American taxes. In
France a married man with one child
earning $3,000 a year pays only $82.50
in income taxes, whereas in this coun-
try he would pay $180 in Federal in-
come taxes alone. The French have
been fighting gallantly at Dien Bien Phu.
However, the French have made it clear
by law that no French draftee can be
sent to Indochina. Of course, the
French are anxious to get American boys
into the fighting, and the Vice President
apparently agrees with them under cer-
tain circumstances.

If the Vice President has his way, and
the American boys are sent to Indochina,
it will not be long before we are carry-
ing the whole brunt of the fighting as
we did in Korea.

If it is proper for the French to pro-
vide by law that their draftees cannot
be sent to fight in Indochina, certainly
it is the clear duty of this Congress to
insist that our American boys have the
same protection.

Mr. Chairman, I have absolute confi-
dence in President Eisenhower. I figure
that he will carry out his promises spe-
cifically. I do not worry about that, but
I hope to God nothing happens to our
President, for the good of America. But,
changes can come, and we can just as
well spell out through this amendment
our constitutional prerogatives. It is the
function of the Congress to act on all
these war matters. It is a matter that
involves thousands upon thousands of
our boys, a matter affecting every home
in America, a matter which might even=-
tually lead us into bankruptey. The peo-
ple under our Constitution were sup-
posed to have the last say in those vital
matters. So, I stand here as an unpopu-
lar Member of this House in support of
this amendment.

Mr. VORYS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last two words.

Mr. Chairman, by unanimous vote of
the Committee on Foreign Affairs this
morning, when we had a brief opportu-
nity to consider this amendment, I was
designated by the chairman to point out
to the House that this amendment is, in
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practical effect, important legislation on
an appropriation bill, legislation of the
{ype which comes under the jurisdiction
of the Committee on Foreign Affairs, and
that this type of legislation is now under
consideration in our committee.

Mr. Chairman, under the Reorganiza=
tion Act, the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs is charged with—

1. Relations of the United States with for-
elgn nations generally.

7. Intervention abroad and declarations of
War.

The wording of this amendment dem=
onstrates the need for committee con-
sideration on a matter of such transcend-
ent momentous importance.

As a practical limitation on the Presi-
dent’s powers now, if someone distrusts
President Eisenhower, this amendment
is completely ineffective because it does
not apply until funds are expended in
fiscal 1955, and therefore it would be no
restraint upon the troops now in being
which are already equipped and being
paid out of existing funds.

But, as a sense resolution now, which
is all it can be at this time, it does not
make sense. The author had to get up
here and say that it did not mean what
it said and offered to doctor it up on the
floor of this House. I beg of you to real-
jze that the proper way to consider a
matter of this moment is through the
ordinary legislative procedure of consid-
eration in the legislative committee or
in the Committee on Appropriations.
This has had no such consideration.

1 say this does not make sense. Tele-
graphing your punch is bad, but tele-
graphing your enemy in advance that
you are not going to punch is worse.
Three times we have done that in the
past 38 years, and each time that sort of
policy has been followed by war. In
1917 a President was inaugurated on the
basis that he kept us out of war, and we
got into World War I. In 1941 a Presi-
dent was inaugurated who said again
and again and again the boys would not
fight on foreign shores, and we went into
World War II. In 1950 our Secretary of
State said in January that Korea was
not within our defense perimeter, and
in June our troops were in there fighting.
‘Will we never learn to do what President
Monroe did in 1823? He laid down in
polite diplomatic language in the Mon-
roe Doctrine—and the threat then was
not so much from Europe but from Rus-
sia—that any more attempts by out-
siders to take over territory in this hemi-
sphere might mean that someone would
get into war with us. As a result of that
plain statement we have never had to
defend the Monroe Doctrine by war.

What does “armed conflict” mean as
used in this present amendment? I
looked in the United States Code index
and this phrase is not there. It has
been invented for legislative purposes by
the gentleman from New York [Mr. Cou=-
pERT]. So Ilooked up “conflict” in Web=-
ster's Dictionary; and, among other
things, it means “a fight, a battle,” “com-
petition or opposing action of incom-
patibles,” “a collision, a clash.”

Therefore, as has been pointed out, on
Formosa, in Spain, in Korea, in many
places around the world where we now
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have bases and troops, but where we do
not have treaties of mutual aid, if ban-
dits or guerrillas attacked one of our
soldiers, he would have to look on his
ammunition to see if it came out of
fiscal year 1955 appropriations before
he would know whether he could de-
fend himself. If, in the United States,
a dangerous fugitive prisoner was try-
ing to escape, an MP would have to
look on his shoes to see whether they
were fiscal 1955 issue or not, to know
whether he could run after him and ar-
rest him, because there would be danger
of armed conflict there, a clash of some
kind.

I suggest that in this matter, instead
of relying upon General CouDErT, the
gentleman from New York, who comes
down here to share his wisdom with us
in military matters from time to time,
this would be the time when it would
be wise to rely upon General Eisen-
hower, President Eisenhower, who has
declared his purpose to the country and
to the Congress, and hot let him down,
and not let our negotiators down in
Geneva and all over the world, and not
invite conflict by trying to tell our
enemies where it is we are not going to
fight this time.

Mr. BARDEN. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last two words.

Mr. Chairman, today is not the first
time I have thought of the pending sub-
ject. I recall very distinctly during the
EKorean war making a statement in the
well of this House that the Congress of
the United States should be made ac-
quainted with all of the facts connected
with the Korean situation, and the Con-
gress of the United States should de-
clare war on somebody and fight an ob-
Jjective war or get out of Korea.

It has never been a pleasant duty to
vote to declare war. No man with nor-
mal good sense desires any opportunity
to vote to declare war. But no man
worthy of his salt or worthy of sitting on
the floor of this House should run from
this unpleasant responsibility if the duty
should happen to fall upon him.

I do not regard this as a perfect
amendment. But this is the first time
an opportunity has presented itself to
do something that would revive once
more that very clear-cut, concise lan-
guage in the Constitution which says that
Congress and only Congress should have
the power to declare war and thereby
commit this Nation to war. And yet
this body sat for 3 long years and wit-
nessed thousands and thousands of boys
dying, and everyone was very willing and
ready then to say, “I did not start it. I
did not vote for that war.” Which was
true, but the sad truth about the situa-
tion was that it was first called police
action. Then an undeclared war. But
regardless of what it was called, it went
on and on. When I made the statement
that we should take some definite action
on the declaration of war, three-fourths
of this House stood on their feet and
cheered. That was not for me, that was
because the majority of the Members on
this floor felt that some definite action
should be taken.

We are not placing any limitation
upon the President that is not clearly
written in the Constitution of the United
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States. I was in World War I. Then
we accused the Kaiser of starting that
war, and after the Kaiser’s hide we went.
In World War II it was Hitler, and after
Hitler’s hide we went. Then we ran up
against the Korean situation. I do not
know that anybody yet has definitely
determined who started the Korean sit-
uation, but bloody fighting resulting in
over 125,000 casualties went on for 3
years. The Congress of the United
States was never called upon to declare
war nor did we on our own initiative.
The Commander in Chief committed our
Armed Forces and in that situation there
was nothing we could do but supply
them.

I am not discussing the merits of it,
I am not saying we should not have gone
into Korea or that we should have, I am
saying the Congress of the United States
should have determined whether we were
at war or not and then provided for
all-out prosecution of it. That is exactly
what our Founding Fathers intended
when the Constitution was written.

I was in this body when the attack
that started World War II came on De-
cember 7 so far as the United States of
America was concerned. Within less
than 24 hours we, the Congress, if you
please, declared war on almost half this
earth, and went at it. Then you say it
is a limitation upon the powers of the
President to repeat the language and ex-
pressed intent of the Constitution.

I say to my good friend to accept the
precedent set by the President of the
United States in the Korean situation
as the existing law which would imply
that the President now has the same
power and God knows that is more power
than a bad man should have and more
power than a good man should want.
The language in the Constitution should
never have been questioned in the first
place. It is a sad hour that after 150
years of existence of the greatest nation
on God's earth, the finest government
and best directed, that the elause in the
Constitution which says only Congress
shall declare war should now come up
for either watering down, changing, or
reinforcing.

I have the greatest respect for my
friend from New York [Mr. Reep]. I
have seen him take the “gaff” before.
Even when I think he is wrong I admire
him, because he does not mind taking the
“gaff” on any matter about which he has
conscientious convictions, So far as I
am concerned, I am proud to be in his
ranks for I too have some very strong
convictions on this subject.

I would not vouch for the accuracy of
the amendment. I do not desire to be
dubbed, as the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. Vorys] referred to the gentleman
from New York, as General BArpEN. I
have no ambitions in that direction at
all. But I do say this, that I have confi-
dence in the President of the United
States, yes. I had confidence in the
Democratic Presidents and I have confi-
dence in the Republican President, but I
am not willing to place all of that power
in any President's hands and I do not
care where he comes from or what party
he belongs to. War is something the
United States Congress should pass upon
and not just one man.
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If the amendment needs changing in
some detail, why do not the gentleman
from Indiana and the others who seem
to be so interested in defeating it lend
their attention and their efforts to the
correction of it between now and the
time it may go through the Senate and
come back in the conference report?
The gentleman has no reluctance in do-
ing that with other things.

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BARDEN. I yield.

Mr. HALLECEK. I did not know of
the existence of this amendment or that
it would be offered until I read about it in
the papers. There are so many defects
in it, as I said before, that are obvious
even upon the most brief examination
that again, I say, this is no time to un-
dertake to perfect it or write it. As a
matter of fact, this amendment should be
voted down, and if there is something
here that should be looked into, then let
the proper legislative committee look
into it. Of course, the gentleman knows
the constitutional provision with respect
to a declaration of war. He has referred
to it.

Mr. BARDEN. Yes, that has been in
existence for 150 years.

Mr. HALLECK. That isright. I just
happen to believe that we have a Presi-
dent of the United States who believes
in the Constitution and I believe that he
will follow the constitutional process.
As a matter of fact, if the President did
not elect to follow the constitutional
process, possibly he would not elect to
follow any statute either. In my book,
that is beside the point. The point I am
making is fundamentally that this sort
of action is not necessary at this time
in the light of existing ecircumstances,
and it can do more harm than good.
Beyond that it is so drafted that it is
full of errors and full of deficiencies
and could well involve us in many serious
and disastrous consequences.

Mr. BARDEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for 3 ad-
ditional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
North Carolina?

There was no objection.

Mr. BARDEN. Mr. Chairman, let me
say that the gentleman has no monopoly
in his admiration for and confidence in
the President of the United States. He
is my President. I like him personally
and I like him officially. I have great
confidence in the President of the United
States. That issue is not on trial here.
I have had great confidence in other
Presidents. The gentleman has been
pretty critical about what has happened
in the past 4 years, in Korea, and many,
many others on his side of the aisle, and
many of us resolved if the occasion ever
presented itself that we would do some-
thing about it. Here is where we are.
The money bill is the only place that we
can do anything about this. We have
found that out in recent years. The
money bill is the only place that you can
do anything whatever about it. For after
troops are committed and the war is on,
just cutting off money and supplies is
simply not practical. The gentleman
knows that just as well as I do and yet
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he says it is not the right way to do it.
The gentleman says it may have a bad
effect in foreign countries. If we write
it into the law that this country shall
not be hurled into war by 1 man or any
2 men or 3 men, does that have any more
disastrous effect than what the President
himself has declared? The President
himself has declared to the world, “No,
this country is not going into war except
upon the vote of the Congress of the
United States.”

Has that had any bad effect over the
rest of the world? I am just getting to
this point, Mr. Chairman. It hurts me
to be asked a thousand questions about
Indochina and about when our boys are
going to war and every day they are
dragging them out of the colleges and off
the farms and out of the shops and
putting them in uniform; they see a blast
in the newspapers either from the Vice
President, or the President, or Secretary
Dulles, or some free-lance writer, and I
tell you, sir, the American people are
confused on this question of war and
who has the right to start one, make
no mistake about that. They want to
know what is going on and what can
happen; if you go by the past, anything
can happen. I have no reluctance in
saying to you that there should be a
clarification of this supposed power and
the sooner the better. I would not swear
that this is a proper amendment, but the
gentlemen who have the responsibility
of writing this legislation could, in my
opinion, well afford to lend their brains,
their time, and intelligence to help work
out the answer if they wanted it. But
the thing that disturbs me is that we
must now continue to exist on rumors
and speculate whether or not we will
wake up some morning in an undeclared
war. I do not know what Secretary
Dulles has promised anybody. I do not
know whether or not our men are dying
in Indochina right now. I understand
that one airman was killed by ground
fire there this week. The papers said
so0, and it is fast getting to the point that
that is about the only place Congress can
get news bearing on our foreign rela-
tions. I am tired of finding out what
my Government is going to do and where
we are going to fight a war next from a
newspaper that is written by somebody
who assumes that a certain other person
intended to say so and so. If that is the
way you want to continue, all right, but
personally I cannot take it and I will
not hesitate to express myself on a sub-
Jject so vital to my country and to my
people.

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent to revise
and extend my remarks at this point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Georgia?

There was no objection.

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. CoubgrT]
raises a question which cannot be dis-
posed of hastily or carelessly.

Ihave a high regard for the patriotism,
the integrity, and the ability of the gen-
tleman from New York, the author of the
amendment. His record in the House of
Representatives demonstrates that he is
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a tireless and courageous worker for con=
stitutional government, and I am confi-
dent that in offering this amendment he
is moved by a sincere desire to do his
duty to his Government and to the
American people.

As I understand his amendment, the
substantial effect of it would be to pre-
vent our Armed Forces from engaging in
armed conflict anywhere in the world,
unless Congress had previously issued a
declaration of war. An exception would
be made in the case of an attack upon
the United States or an attack upon
any nation with which our Government
has a mutual defense or security treaty.

At first blush, it would appear that
this amendment follows that provision
of our Constitution which places in Con-
gress the authority to declare war. It
would apparently go beyond the consti-
tutional provision by excluding from its
prohibition an attack upon us or an
attack upon a nation with which our
Government has a mutual defense or
security treaty.

I think it is essential that the provi-
sions of our Constitution be observed by
every department of our Government—
executive, legislative, and judicial. In
that connection, I have noticed in recent
years—and have protested against it—
that the executive department and the
judicial department have both en-
croached upon the legislative depart=
ment. Inevery instance, such encroach=
ment weakens our form of government
and tends to destroy the rights and lib-
erties which our Constitution was de-
signed and intended to safeguard and
preserve.

Under our Constitution it is the func-
tion of Congress to levy and collect the
taxes necessary to provide for the com-
mon defense, to raise and support
armies, to provide and maintain a navy,
and to declare war. These powers are
expressly given to Congress in section 8
of article I of the Constitution.

The President is not given authority
to declare war, although the Constitu-
tion makes him the Commander in Chief
of the Army and Navy and of the militia
when called into Federal service.

It is the duty of the President, and he
takes an oath so to do, to preserve, pro=
tect, and defend the Constitution. Cer-
tainly one of his duties in that respect
is to refrain from usurping congressional
functions, one of which is the declara-
tion of war.

The President has said that he will not
plunge America into war unless Con=-
gress, in the exercise of its constitutional
power, declares war. That statement is
gratifying, and I know has given com-
fort to the people of the United States
as discussion has increased regarding
the prospect of our being drawn into the
Indochinese war. However, although
the President may live up to that state=
ment that he will not plunge this coun=
try into war, unless Congress in the
exercise of its constitutional power de=
clares war, it would be difficult for Con=-
gress to refuse to declare war if the
President and the Secretary of State
commit our Government to fight, and
the President, under such commitment,
calls upon Congress to declare war.
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As I stated on the floor of this House
on April 13, it begins to look dangerously
like the American people are now being
conditioned and readied for such an
eventuality.

Again I want to point out, as I did on
that date, that at this moment, the prin-
cipal objective of our Government
should be to prevent our being taken into
an Asiatic war through the back door.
Ii we have to fight another war, and
again I say may Almighty God forbid
such a calamity, but if we do have to
fight another war, we ourselves should
select the time, the place, and the op-
ponent, and we should not permit our-
selves to be made a victim of the plan
and scheme of the Communists to bleed
ourselves white and exhaust our re-
sources of manpower and materials
fighting wars which have been planned
by Russia and her Communist satellites
for that very purpose.

Mr. Chairman, I adhere firmly to the
position that we should engage in no
war except such as may begin consti-
tutionally with a declaration of war by
Congress. I sincerely hope that the
President will live up to his constitu-
tional obligation and his promise not
to plunge us into war unless Congress
shall first, under the Constitution, de-
clare war.

However, I do not think that this is
a subject upon which legislation should
be enacted in the manner proposed,
namely, by an amendment attached to
an appropriation bill.

Legislation of this nature should be
carefully considered by the appropriate
committee, where adequate hearings
can be held and where appropriate wit-
nesses can be called before the commit-
tee fo give necessary information. It is
for these reasons that I will vote against
this amendment.

My vote against it is in no sense an
indication that I believe the President
has any constitutional right to declare
war. Neither is it any indication that I
believe the Constitution should be ig-
nored or disregarded. I believe the Con-
stitution should be strictly observed by
the President, by Congress, and by the
Supreme Court. If it is to be changed
in any way, it should be changed in the
method which the Constitution itself
provides for. Until and unless it is so
changed, it should be strictly observed.

I vote against this amendment merely
because I believe it should first be con-
sidered by the appropriate committee,
and one of the questions to be considered
by such committee is whether, in view of
the definite provisions in our Constitu-
tion, there is any need at all for such
provision to be enacted by Congress.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word.

Mr, Chairman, the House is indebted
to the gentleman from New York [Mr.
Coupert] for raising this question. He
has rendered a service to the Congress
and the country by giving us an oppor-
tunity to pass on the proposal embodied
in this amendment.

There is a school of thought in this
country which has long advocated this
measure. Resolutions have been drafted
and bills have been introduced and con-
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stitutional amendments have been pro-
posed and it should be disposed of here
today. Its advocates constitute a small
minority but it is a vocal minority and
the atmosphere should be cleared.
Unequivocal notice should be served both
at home and abroad as to what the atti-
tude of the Congress and the American
people is on this question.

We must concede that while a demo-
cratic form of government is the best
and most successful form of govern-
ment in the world in time of peace, it 18
at a disadvantage in time of war, All
democratic processes require time, and
in that time the golden opportunity to
act may pass. There must be someone
in authority to act in an emergency, as
there has been in 160 years of our na-
tional life.

You will remember that in the golden
days of the Roman Republic they de-
fended vigorously their freedom and
their rights under their democratic gov-
ernment, but in time of war they com-
pletely abrogated the democratic con-
trol of the government to a dictatorship.
They selected one man and placed in
that one man supreme authority. One of
the most significant of all beautiful
paintings in this building is the depic-
tion of the Roman Senate conferring
upon Cincinnatus standing beside his
plough supreme authority in a time of
danger to the Republic.

This amendment is of course wholly
impracticable and indefensible. Of all
the Presidents, from George Washington
to General Eisenhower, there has never
been an Executive in whom we could not
place confidence. There has never been
an instance in American history in
which this amendment, had it been in
force at the time, could have served
the best interests of the country and
the American people. We not only have
the most complete and abiding confi-
dence in President Eisenhower—in his
ability, his integrity, his patriotism, but
we cannot conceive of the election of any
man to that supreme office, in whom we
could not place that same confidence.

Mr. Chairman, I trust that this
amendment will be defeated and that it
will be defeated so decisively that the
question will never be again raised, either
on this floor or in the press, or in any
other forum of the Republie.

Mr, WIGGLESWORTH. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent that all
debate on this amendment and all
amendments thereto close at 5:30
o’clock.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. Mr, Chair-
man, I object.

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. Mr. Chair-
man, I move that all debate on this
amendment and all amendments thereto
close at 5:35 o'clock.

The CHATRMAN. The question is on
the motion.

The motion was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The time will be
divided equally among the Members
standing and will amount to about 114
minutes apiece.

The gentleman from Georgia [Mr.
WHEELER] is recognized.
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Mr. WHEELER. Mr. Chairman, I was,
to put it mildly, amazed by the state-
ment by the gentleman from Missouri
[Mr. CanNoN] a few minutes ago when
he said, in effect, that only a minority
of the people of this country still sup-
port the Constitution of the United
States.

I was also amazed at the suggestion
by the gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
HaLLEcK], when he implied that an at-
tack on one of our naval or airships
would not be construed as an attack upon
this country.

The whole argument of the opponents
of this amendment has been predicated
on the idea that we have some super-
man in the White House. This super-
man in the White House has repeatedly
said that he agreed with this amendment.
He may be a superman and he may have
more braid on his britches than I have,
but he puts his britches on in the morn-
ing just like I do. He is subject to the
same human foibles and mistakes that
Iam. Ifiscertainly true that the Presi-
dent is not expected to make as many
mistakes as I would probably make, but
the fact remains that he is human. The
suggestion has been made with refer-
ence to the President that those of us
who support the pending amendment do
not trust the President. The truth of
the matter is that I, for one, do not trust
any human to whom is given unlimited
power, and the defeat of this amend-
ment will, in effect, be an invitation to
the President to exercise unlimited power
as has been done by some of his prede-
CEessors,

It is impossible for me to understand
why all the argument against the pro-
posed amendment when the President
has repeatedly and recently stated that
he would not commit this Nation to war
without the express consent of the Con-
gress, as provided in the Constitution.
In face of this denial of any intent on
the part of the President to ignore the
Constitution, it is here argued that ex-
pediency might dictate a reversal of this
position by the President in such a way
as to send our boys to other Koreas all
over the world. Suffice it to say on
this score, that grievous hurt has been
done to human freedom throughout the
ages in the compelling name of expe-
diency, and history records that repeated
hurt done human freedom under the
guise of expediency has resulted in its
demise,

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, with the
forces arrayed here today against this
amendment and with the obvious dis-
regard for the oath taken by many
Members who have sworn to protect and
defend the Constitution, there seems
little question that the amendment will
be defeated. If such defeat comes and
the President decides to commit our
forces to war, God forbid that such com-
mitment be made under circumstances
attendant to Korea where we were not
allowed to win.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
Di1es].

Mr. DIES. Mr. Chairman, I yield my
time to someone more anxious to speak
than I
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The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Wisconsin
[Mr. SmITH].

(By unanimous consent, Mr. COUDERT
and Mr. Gross yielded their time to the
gentleman from Wisconsin.)

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. SmatH] is recog-
nized for 4% minutes.

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, it is not an easy task to come to
the well of this House and oppose those
who are leading the fight against this
amendment. We should clearly under-
stand the intent behind it; we ought to
take the cat out of the bag.

‘We are talking about Indochina in this
amendment, make no mistake about
that. A vote for the amendment will be
construed as a vote to prevent the com-
mitment of combat troops there. We
have just returned from our districts and
you were asked, as I was: What about
Indochina? Will we send our boys in
there to fight again?

Also the question: “When is Congress
going to assert its prerogatives with
reference to war?” The people are wait-
ing for an answer to that question. They
will get it when the vote comes on the
amendment before us.

Make no mistake about it, if it is voted
down the word will go out that the Re-
publicans are not opposed to sending
troops into Indochina. Whether or not
that is the fact that will be the implica-
tion. I say to you there will be many of
us who will not return on this very issue.
The Republican Party cannot survive a
war in China. The Democrats did not
survive the war in Korea, as we know.
As I see it, the American people are fed
up with this international globaloney.

I hope you are going to get a chance to
stand up and be counted on the record.
The people want to know if they are
really represented here or not.

We talk about the President. It is a
lame excuse to say that the passage of
this amendment will be a repudiation of
him. This very day he has said that
Congress will have the final say as to
war in Indochina or any other place.
So why all this concern about an offense
to him. That is a specious argument.

Mr. WHEELER. Mr, Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr, SMITH of Wisconsin. I yield to
the gentleman from Georgia.

Mr. WHEELER. I want to ask the
gentleman if he has heard within the
past 4 years any criticism coming from
his side of the aisle of the manner in
which troops were sent to Korea?

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. I do not
recall at this moment.

Mr. Chairman, this is not a challenge
to the President’s authority. It was only
a short time ago that a high elected of-
ficial was reported to have said: “If nec-
essary, we may have to figsht in Indo~-
china.”

Let us forget about all the technicali-
ties, about the language and so forth,
and realize that we are this afternoon
taking a position on what we are going
to do in Indochina. Any kind of argu-
ment contrary to that will not hold
water so far as our constituents are con-
cerned.
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Just a short time ago Mr. Bedell
Smith was asked a question about Indo-
china. He was asked this question:

Can Indochina be saved, and how?

His reply:

The position of the United States is that,
if there is a united will among the free na-
tions East and West, a will that is made
clear to the Communists so there can be no
misunderstanding on their part, that this
of itself would give pause for further ad-
ventures and aggression.

Now, what is the situation? The
French are making a deal with the Com-
munists in Indochina today and we talk
about collective security. When the
Geneva Conference is over, your Uncle
Sam will be holding the bag, as he did at
the end of World War II and Korea.

Mr. Chairman, I repeat that the issue
raised by this so-called Coudert amend-
ment is one that involves the critical
situation in Indochina. It is foolhardy
for us to say that we may be compelled
to fight alone there if the French will
not fight on and if other nations are not
willing to act. Is it in our national in-
terest to carry that burden alone?

I submit that if the rest of the free
world will not join in meeting the issues
presented by Indochina, then the United
States cannot alone undertake to stop
communism in that area.

No one will deny, Mr, Chairman, that
Indochina is a symbol at this time. So
it is important to us and to the rest of
the free world, but the price of our in-
volvement, even with the strongest of
alliances, must be seriously weighed.
Our involvement, as the President has
already said, risks tragedy; yes, the
tragedy of billions of dollars, millions of
lives, and possible defeat.

While we must admit that we do have
a stake in Indochina of great interest,
we must constantly remember the ne-
cessity of preserving our own strength.
It must not be dissipated in the swamps
and jungles of Indochina.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
Mason].

Mr. MASON. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment in essence has been before
the Congress for more than 3 years.
I have had a similar resolution that has
been dropped into the hopper and has
been before the Congress since a year
ago last January. This is not anything
new. But under the situation that we
face, this is the only way we can get this
thing considered on the floor of the
House. I say that it should not be here
as a rider on this appropriation bill, I say
that I do not believe it should be, but
this is the only way we can get it con-
sidered and have a vote on this thing.
Therefore it was brought before you in
this form.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from New York
[Mr, Javits].

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, there is
yet another critical defect in this amend-
ment and I would like to state it in a very
considered way.

This is in effect an amendment to have
big atomic and hydrogen mass wars, not
just brush-fire engagements if need be.
It says that any time we may consider
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it in our essential national security in-
terest to repel aggression in some place
or to have our troops defend themselves
against an armed attack, the Congress
has got to declare war.

This is an idea of the very same prog-
eny as of those who did not like our
defending against aggression in Korea
yet who wanted us to bomb Peiping and
Moscow which would have gotten us into
a much bigger war.

The very flexibility which the Consti-
tution gave us, where the President is
the Commander in Chief, and only the
Congress can declare war, carried out
under the terms, intent, and spirit of
our Constitution, has been our safeguard
during the whole history of our country.
This amendment would destroy that very
balance which has worked for all these
generations, and the real end of this
amendment would be that every time
Congress is called upon to declare war,
to put out a brush fire, then sure as
shooting the first time that occurs,
atomic or hydrogen war will come, which
is just exactly what we do not want.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from New York [Mr.
KeATING].

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, if
called upon to vote today, with the in-
formation and evidence available to me,
I could not support a move to send our
troops into armed conflict in Indochina
or anywhere else in the world. Yet that
does not mean that I favor this amend-
ment presented by the gentleman from
New York [Mr. CoupErT]. Indeed, I am
emphatically opposed to this amend-
ment. However it may be motivated by
its sponsor, whose high purpose and good
faith I in no way impugn, it is dangerous
in the extreme because of its effect both
upon our friends and our potential en-
emies, most seriously the latter.

The men in the Kremlin look to us for
any sign of weakness or division. This
amendment, plausible as it may be on its
face, will be construed as a sign of weak=-
ness, not of strength. The proposal is
far more likely to lead toward war than
away from war.

It is bound to be interpreted in the first

‘place as an indication of a lack of confi-

dence on the part of this Congress in our
Chief Executive. President Eisenhower
has said time and time again that he
would not commit our troops to war
without first obtaining congressional ap-
proval. I believe him, but what is far
more important, I want the world to
know that I believe him. I want the
world to know that the executive and leg-
islative branches of our great Govern-
ment stand as one, that there is an un-
limited mutual confidence, each in the
other, in determination to meet unitedly
any challenge or attack.

Adoption of this amendment would be
construed as a formal declaration by the
people’s representatives that they are
unsympathetic with the effort to resist
by the united action of the free nations
Communist aggression which threatens
our national security. Certainly it would
be the height of folly to inform any po-
tential enemy in advance that we will not
at all or will be slow to repel his attacks.
Such an attitude, with the unscrupulous
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forces unleashed in the world today, is
the sure road to war, not peace.

The passage of this amendment would
be a devastating blow to our negotiators
now meeting in Geneva, attempting to
handle most delicate and intricate
problems. As responsible legislators, we
have no right thus to torpedo their
efforts.

There are fatal defects in the language
of the amendment. The concessions of-
fered by the gentleman from New York
indicate his recognition of the defi-
ciencies inherent in its language. For
that reason alone, it should of course be
defeated. But my basic objections go
deeper than that. It is tragically ill-
timed, ill-advised, and highly dangerous.
It should be decisively defeated.

Mr. CONDON. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.

Mr. CONDON. Mr. Chairman, I rise
to support the amendment of the gentle-
man from New York [Mr. CoupgrT].

I think Irecognize as well as any Mem-
ber of this body the extremely delicate
situation which our country faces in its
relations with other nations throughout
the world. I know that the Geneva Con-
ference is now going on. I know that
there may be some hope of reaching an
agreement at this Conference which will
lessen the terrific tensions now existing
throughout the globe.

I feel, however, in view of the recent
statement made by a responsible mem-
ber of the administration, the Vice Presi-
dent, that American troops may be in-
volved in Indochina; this is, in itself, a
sufficient warrant to pass the Coudert
amendment. Obviously the Vice Presi-
dent was not speaking carelessly or with-
out sanction from the administration.
He is a member of the National Security
Council and is fully privy to all our mili-
tary plans and calculations. I, for one,
will not allow the President, without pro-
test, to have the untrammeled right to
plunge us into war. The duty to declare
war is lodged by the Constitution in the
Congress. As I read this amendment,
it merely confirms that which the Con-
stitution attempted to insure.

I know there is great apprehension
among the people of my district that we
may somehow be pushed into the hope-
less morass of Indochina. This appre-
hension goes still further; that if this
step is taken, we may quickly become in-
volved in the all-out horror of world
war III. Even if those terrible devices
of destruction, the atom and hydrogen
bombs, are not used, world war III would
undoubtedly mean our destruction. Iam
firmly convinced that before we skirt on
the edges of world war III, the combined
judgment of the men and women in the
Congress of the United States should,
and must, be consulted.

Mr. POWELL. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the REcorbD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection.
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Mr. POWELL. Mr. Chairman, I want
to thank my colleague, the gentleman
from New York [Mr. Coupert] for offer-
ing this amendment because it gives me
an opportunity to register an emphatic
protest which I would not otherwise be
able to do.

For the 10 years that I have been a
Member of this House of Representa-
tives I have consistently voted against
appropriations for the Armed Services
because of the policy of segregation car-
ried forward by our Armed Forces. Iam
extremely pleased, therefore, to stand
here today and to announce with a clear
conscience that I can vote for appro-
priations for the Defense Department of
our Nation. In stating this I know I am
stating the feelings of mot only the 15
million peoples of my race, the Negro
race, but also the scores of millions of
right-thinking Americans who know that
you cannot have a first-class army of
democracy as long as any portion of it is
composed of second-class citizens. To-
day, there is not a single segregated arm
of our Defense Department. The last
segregated unit in the Army was abol-
ished within the past few days. On Feb-
ruary 24, I presented charges to the Sec-
retary of Defense, Mr. Wilson, that Ne-
groes were rigidly “Jim Crow’ed,” segre-
gated, and discriminated against at the
United States Military Academy at West
Point, N. Y., where there was an all-
Negro cadet mess detachment serving as
waiters and dishwashers for the cadets.
I want to congratulate Mr. Wilson and
Mr. Stevens, the Secretary of the Army,
for immediate reply and prompt action
and I would like to read the letter dated
April 9, 1954, from Mr. T. A. Young, Mr.
Stevens’ special assistant.

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY,
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF THE ARMY,
Washington D. C., April 9, 1954,
Hon. ApaMm Crayron PowegLL, Jr.,
House of Representatives.

DeArR Mr. PoweLL: I am replying to your
letter of March 31 concerning further devel-
opments of the integration in the mess de-
tachment of the 1802d Special Regiment of
the United States Military Academy at West
Point.

As you were previously advised, the De-
partment is taking necessary steps to achieve
a degree of integration in the mess detach-
ment of the 1802d Special Regiment com-
parable to that attained in other Army units
by replacement of a sufficient number of
Negro soldlers presently assigned to the unit,
with Caucasian personnel. As it was neces-
sary to place a levy against the Continental
Army Commands to obtain the required per-
sonnel, it is anticipated that a reasonable
period of time will elapse before this in-
tegration is completed. On March 24, 1954,
instructions were issued to the Commanding
Generals of the First and Second Armies to
procure approximately 40 individuals for
assignment as replacements in the mess de-
tachment at the Military Academy as the
initial step in attaining the degree of in-
tegration desired. Individuals so assigned
are to be volunteers. Upon receipt of your
most recent communication, an inquiry was
made to these field commanders to deter-
mine the status of the request for personnel.
It was learned that they, in turn, had issued
instructions to their wvarious installations
and unit commanders directing the procure-
ment of the desired personnel.

A report at this time concerning the
procurement of the desired personnel would
be incomplete inasmuch as suflicient time
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has not yet elapsed between the date of the
Department of the Army instructions to the
field commanders and the date of this letter.
I feel sure, however, that by no later than
the end of this month, I will be in a position
to furnish you with a more comprehensive
report and perhaps will be able to advise you
that some of the required personnel have
reported for duty with the mess detachment
of the 1802d Special Regiment. You may
expect a further report at that time,

With regard to your acceptance of my
invitation to visit West Point, I have asked
that the Office of the Chief of Legislative
Liaison, Department of the Army, contact
your office to work out detalls regarding the
date of your visit and your transportation.

In the interim, I trust the information I
have been able to furnish, although not con=
clusive, will assist you in keeping abreast of
the situation as it develops.

With highest personal regards, I am

Sincerely yours,
T. A. YoUnNG,
Special Assistant to the Secretary of
the Army.

However, I do want to register a pro-
test against the sending of any of our
fighting men to Indochina or any por=
tion of Southeast Asia as long as present
conditions continue to exist. The
Coudert motion allows me this oppor-
tunity. If we send United States forces
to Indechina, we will be sending them
there not so much to stop communism
but to preserve French colonialism. I
stated this in my last Sunday morning’s
serman and was happy to read in the
Monday newspapers a similar statement
by the Ambassador from Burma to the
United States. I was very happy to
learn this afternoon that negotiations
prompted by the United States are be-
ing concluded between France and the
three independent states of Indochina
to give them autonomy but I am with-
holding all comment until I hear what
the peoples of those countries have to
say themselves. When the native people
of Indochina, through their own repre-
sentatives, state that they are satisfied
with the agreement presented to them
by the French Government then and
only then do I believe that the United
States Armed Forces should be used.
Further, the United States Armed Forces
must never be used in any such conflict
unless they are a part of the United
Nations forces.

To send 1 single soldier, 1 single bullet,
1 single plane to Indochina would be a
complete reversal of every concept and
precept of our Founding Fathers. It
would destroy all progress of democracy,
both as a principle and as a practice.

Yes; communism must be defeated,
but it must not be defeated by colonial=-
ism. It must be defeated by free men,
I therefore support the Coudert amend-
ment as a protest against sending Ameri-
can troops to preserve colonialism with
the hope that with its passage, we here
in the House will be able in future days
to vote against any combat, whether
war or police action, which will not
further the concepts of democracy but
will only preserve the status quo of
yesterday’s world of imperialism.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. PrIc, Mr.
GRrEEN, and Mr. ByrneE of Pennsylvania
were given permission to yield the time
allotted them to Mr. Dopp.)
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The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Connecticut
[Mr. Dobpbpl.

Mr. DODD. Mr. Chairman, I am very
grateful for these generous offers of time.
I will not take all of it, because what
I have to say will not take anywhere
near that amount of time.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to make
1 or 2 observations. Some people
around here ought to have some sense
of time and of the propriety of things.
I think this amendment may have great
merit as a matter of constitutional law,
but it should be offered at another time.
It seems to me that in fthe position in
which we find ourselves at this hour,
with Mr. Dulles in Geneva, with the
explosive Indochina situation as it is, we
have no business passing an amend-
ment of this nature. I do not like argu-
ments about great faith in individuals.
I like the President, and I have confi-
dence in him. But if there is a good
question here of constitutional law we
should at the right time consider it as
a question of law and not of men. If
the Members really feel deeply about
it, there will be a right and a better time
to discuss it, but my point is that this
is a poor time and I feel we ought to
turn it down now. I think we ought
to tell the rest of the world that we are
standing behind Mr. Dulles and we are
standing behind the President of the
United States, and that there is not the
division in this country that some peo-
ple would like to believe there is. If
we do this we will all be better off.

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent to yield
the time allotted me to Mr. JUDD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Minnesota
[Mr. Juppl.

Mr, JUDD. Mr, Chairman, if passing
this amendment would keep us out of
war, every single person would be for
it. But we have to examine what the
actual, practical effects would be. In
fact, it would weaken our position in the
world and strengthen the enemy’s and
thereby encourage him to take further
aggressive steps which would increase,
not decrease, the danger of war. One
day we would have to resist in order to
stay free. That is why the amendment
is mischievous. And to introduce it at
this particular time makes it even more
mischievous. As the gentleman from
Connecticut [Mr. Dopp] has so well said,
this moment is of all times the worst to
be enacting such an amendment. Pass-
ing it could do no good in preventing
war and might do a lot of harm in en-
couraging action by the enemy which
would lead to war.

We are standing at one of the water-
sheds of history. A crucial conference
has just opened at Geneva. The Com-
munists are united; the free nations are
already too divided and wavering. For
the Congress of the United States at this
juncture to give anyone the impression,
however unjustified, that we do not stand
unitedly and firmly behind the efforts of
our Government’'s representatives at
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Geneva to mobilize peoples throughout
the world to get together against that
which is a threat to the security of us
all—if we were to do that, we might just
as well call those representatives home
and surrender the rest of Asia first as
last. That, indeed, would lead to war.

I wonder why we so often imagine we
can get peace by handcuffing ourselves.
We do not tie the hands of the enemy;
we just tie our own hands and imagine
it will help to keep us out of war to
announce officially what we will not do,
so the enemy will be tempted to do the
very things that you and I know we-
would then resist by war.

What is this resolution designed to
do? I am sure its author hoped to do
two things—one, to reduce the dangers
of American involvement in war, and,
two, reassure our people that the Presi-
dent is not going to get us into war
without the authority of Congress, and
that we, the people’s representatives, are
going to see that we carry out our con-
stitutional responsibility in this all-
important matter,

But let us look at the practical effect.
If the amendment is passed, it makes
more likely the war that it is designed
to prevent, because it weakens our side
and strengthens the enemy’s side. It is
completely self-defeating. On the other
hand, if the amendment is defeated—
and we have no choice but to defeat it,
since it has been introduced—it may dis-
turb some of our own people by seeming
to indicate that Congress is abdicating
its powers and turning them over to the
President carte blanche to take us into
war. That is why the amendment is so
mischievous. There is no way you can
vote on this that does not make trouble
for our country. That is why it should
not have been introduced.

But, inasmuch as it is here at a mo-
ment when we face a shrewd and calcu-
lating mortal enemy, dedicated to our
destruction, it seems to me the more we
do not want war the more we must vote
against this amendment. To pass it
would be to tell the enemy, “Go ahead
in Asia or elsewhere. Ameriea is uncer-
tain and divided.” That could lead the
enemy to try even more aggressive acts
which one day, since they would in-
evitably involve American security or
even personnel, the Congress would vote
to resist.

If you do not want war and you do
not want American involvement in war,
I beg of you not to pass this amendment,
which would encourage and strengthen
the very forces we are today voting some
$29 billion in this bill to resist. To spend
all this money in order to increase our
capacity to resist, and then to help de-
stroy the will, not only of ourselves but
of the one-third of the people of the
world who are undivided, watching to see
what America is going to do, would pro-
duce the opposite effect to that which
we want. We will get peace from united
strength and resolves, not from resolu-
tions indicating indecision. What the
world needs from America is leadership,
not arrogant or truculent or chip-on-
the-shoulder leadership, but steadfast,
firm, consistent, dependable leadership
in efforts to unite our people here in
America and unite the peoples of free
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Europe and free Asia, and thereby pre-
vent the war that we all want to avoid.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from California
[Mr. WiLson].

Mr., WILSON of California. Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that I may extend my remarks in the
REecorp immediately following the vote
on this amendment and to yield back
the balance of my time to the gentleman
from New York [Mr. WAINWRIGHT].

The CHATRMAN. Without objection,
the Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York [Mr, WainwricHT] for
3 minutes.

Mr. WAINWRIGHT. Mr. Chairman,
this is the second time this year I have
spoken on the floor of the House and
each time it seems I have followed the
distinguished gentleman from Minne-
sota [Mr. Jupp]l and my distinguished
colleague from Connecticut [Mr. Doppl.

There are only two points I see that
I can add to this debate that have not
been presented heretofore. The first
one is that either the Coudert propo-
sition is unconstitutional on its face, as
a violation of the President’s powers as
Commander in Chief, or it is unneces-
sary because the Constitution itself
already has given the Congress the power
to declare war. So why are we adding
to it?

The second point I would like to make
is that when the Constitution was
framed in the late 1700’s, 1786, the con=-
stitutional framers certainly did not con-
template atomic warfare, thermonuclear
warfare, where one man must make the
decision, or the Security Council must
make the decision, in a minute or 2 min-
utes, or the decision must have been
made beforehand, because we cannot
have a congressional debate as fo
whether we shall send our troops in one
direction or another direction.

The final thing, to add to what my
friend from Connecticut has said, is that
this seems to be most ill-timed, to ar=
rive at the very moment when our Sec-
retary of State is debating with the
known enemy, yet we are tying his hands.

I say that the Congress of the United
States should reject this amendment and
show our Secretary of State where we
stand.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from California
[Mr. HinsEAW].

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Chairman, as
one who has had some experience in
these matters, let me caution you that
here you are dealing with questions re-
lating to the balance of power. If you
withdraw on our behalf that power to
move in one direction or another as
occasion demands, you stymie the ef-
forts of the United States for peace.

I caution you to look at the record of
1914, 1915, and 1916, when we pro-
claimed that we would not go into a
foreign war.

I caution you to look at the record of
1939, 1940, and the first part of 1941,
similarly. We did not keep out of war
because of vain pronouncements in rela-
tion to war. In fact, war started be-
cause we pronounced that we would not
enter a foreign war and hence, we did
not become the balance of power for
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peace. We threw the balance of power
into the hands of the enemies of free-
dom. Let us not do it again. Let us not
adopt this amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Maryland
[Mr. MILLER].

Mr. MILLER of Maryland. Mr.
Chairman, it would be a very disastrous
thing, in my opinion, to adopt this
amendment at this time. It could only
indicate an uncertainty or a weakness
here at home at a time when our leaders
need to be given as free a hand as
possible,

As pointed out by the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. Vorys], every time we have
said we were not going to send our boys
abroad to fight, usually it turned out
the other way,

This is no time for vacillation. We do
not know what would happen under this
amendment if an attack were made on
Formosa, if our ships were fired on at
sea.

One thing we have gained over the last
few months is to obtain the initiative
in this cold-war situation. It would be
disastrous if any indication went abroad
from this Chamber today that there is
vacillation on the part of our American
people, that there is any doubt of our
intent to back up our leaders in this
crucial moment in our history.

Mr. RHODES of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks at this point in the
RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. RHODES of Pennsylvania. Mr,
Chairman, I am opposed to the Coudert
amendment because I think, as others
have also said, that it is not practical,
it does not make sense and if adopted it
would not be in the best interest of the
United States, It would give advantage
to our enemies and to the master minds
of Communist world tyranny.

I am definitely opposed to any action
that would involve us with ground troops
in the jungle war in Indochina without
the cooperation of the United Nations
and the full cooperation of the free
nations.

I am disturbed that the administra-
tion has not kept Congress and the
people fully informed about Indochina
and the part we are now playing in that
conflict. We have technical forces there
for the past year and are carrying a
major part of the financial burden of the
war. Many of us fear that we could be
drawn into a full-scale war there with-
out friends or allies.

The remarks of the Vice President a
few weeks ago suggesting that we may
have to go it alone should caution all
of us against such a policy which I be-
lieve would be unwise and perhaps
disastrous.

However, I cannot accept the theory
that the proposed amendment will be a
safeguard in keeping us out ol war, It
could have the opposite effect after the
potential enemy has gained many ad-
vantages and has strengthened his posi=
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tion by gaining ground by numerous
agegressive acts and advances on a small
scale without danger of involvement in
a global war.

It has been said here that commit-
ments and promises to keep the Nation
out of war were made in the past but did
not prevent our involvement later. We
were informed of statements made prior
to World War I, World War II, and the
Korean conflict—promises not to go to
war. We might add to that list of state-
ments and promises made by the gentle-
man from Ohio [Mr. Vorys], the promise
“of General Eisenhower and others that
we shall not fumble into another Korea.
He said our sons would stay on the farms,
the students in the schools. We were
promised that we would not fall into the
Communist trap of being nibbled into
little wars all over the world. Despite
such wild promises that have heen made
and forgotten, I will not support an
amendment which cannot possibly work
and which would, in the long run, help
only communism and the aggressors.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from New York [Mr.
Taeer] to close debate.

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, to my
mind this issue has been pretty well dis-
cussed. The amendment that has been
offered is very dangerous. In the first
place, it would prevent the governor of
any State from calling out the militia
and using them to quell a riot. In the
second place, it would prevent our main-
taining our position in Okinawa, For-
mosa, and Germany. In the third place,
it would prevent our forces from reply-
ing if they were attacked individually.
It is not only bad in that respect, that is,
that it is badly drawn, but it will, as
those have preceded me said, destroy the
power of our representatives abroad.
The President of the United States has
made it plain on occasion after occasion
that he does not intend to lead this
Nation into war without a declaration
by the Congress. There is no occasion
for this amendment and it will cover so
many things and embarrass us in so
many ways that it is absolutely ridicu-
lous for this Congress to vote for it.
Furthermore, it will seriously impair the
weight that can be given by other peo-
ples to our representatives abroad who
are trying to preserve peace and avoid
a war with the Communists.

Mr. Chairman, I do not want myself
to have the credit for having voted for
something or fail to properly and to my
full ability oppose something which I
believe is dangerous and points the way
toward trouble for the United States.
I hope and bhelieve that this Congress
will meet its responsibility and at this
time vote “no” upon this amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired. All time has
expired.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from New York
[Mr. COUDERT].

The question was taken; and on a divi-
sion (demanded by Mr. CouperT) there
were—ayes 37, noes 214.

So the amendment was rejected.
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Mr. WILSON of California. Mr,
Chairman, I take this opportunity to
commend the House Subcommititee on
Military Appropriations for their elimi-
nation and liberalization of many of the
restrictive riders that have previously
hampered career personnel in one way
or another, The elimination of riders
that controlled voluntary retirement of
Regular officers and promotions of all
officers will be well received by the men
and women of the services, who have
felt the pinch of a progressive series of
cutbacks and restrictions over the past
10 years.

The forthright action by this commit-
tee is the first major reversal of the un-
fortunate policy of continued whittling
away of recognized benefits. It signi-
fies an awareness to the acute morale
problems of the military services today.

Other steps that have been taken in
this bill that will be hailed by military
pecple around the world include a lib-
eralization of payment for shipment of
household effects, educational benefits,
and other privileges.

Additional action will be required of
the Congress this session to provide ade-
quate medical treatment of dependents,
improvement in housing of military de-
pendents, and a cost-of-living pay in-
crease to bring the military back into
line in comparison with other occupa=-
tions.

We are spending $28 billion on our
military machine in this bill. Our mili-
tary machine is only as good as the men
who run it. Facing a crucial period in
our national existence, we must have
the assurance that the men and women
on whom we must rely for protection of
our country and its people are qualified,
trained, and competent to defend us.
With morale at the lowest ebb in recent
times, and reenlistment rates the lowest
of all times, we must be prepared to act
swiftly to retain career military person=-
nel now. This bill goes part of the way.
It is up to Congress to find additional
means for rebuilding military morale
and esprit to its most effective level.

The Clerk read as follows:

BEec. 738. This act may be cited as the “De-
partment of Defense Appropriation Act,
1955.”

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike out the last word.

I have a letter from Gen. William
Henry Harrison, Jr., adjutant general of
the Massachusetts National Guard. I
have conferred with members of the
committee. Representatives of the Na-
tional Guard Association appeared be-
fore the subcommittee and asked for an
increase over the budget. Would the
gentleman make an explanation for the
record, please?

Mr. FORD. Mryr. Chairman, the Army
Subcommittee gave the Army-National
Guard joint construction program for
armories the full amount requested in
the budget, namely, $9 million, That
is an increase of $900,000 over the
amount that appeared in fiscal 1954.
The figure that they will have available
for obligation in fiscal 1955 totals $18,-
598,000. That figure of $18,598,000 is
made up of the $9 million which the
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committee proposed, plus $9,598,000 of
previously appropriated funds which
will not be obligated on June 30, 1954,
and consequently will be available for
obligation in fiscal 1955. At the end of
fiscal 1955 out of the $18,598,000, the
Army National Guard Bureau in the
Pentagon does not anticipate that it will
obligate $2 million of this fund. In
other words, they will obligate only $16,-
598,000 out of the $18,598,000 that they
expect to have available.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. McCORMACK. 1 yield.

Mr. HARRIS. Is this money available
for the 2 categories which the na-
tional association was interested in, 1
item of $15 million and the other $5
million?

Mr. FORD. No. The total amount,
$15 million, is for 3 parts of the
Reserve forces construction program.
Nine million dollars is for the joint
State and Federal Government armory
construction program. It is the Federal
portion. The States make their own
contribution to go with the Federal
funds. One million dollars is the non-
armory construction for the National
Guard, which is fully Federal financed.
Then there is $5 million of the $15 mil-
lion which is for the Army Reserve
armory construction program. We gave
the full amount requested by the Presi-
dent for all three portions of the pro-
gram.

Mr. HARRIS. Is it not true that the
national association thought they
should have $5 million for the non-Fed-
eral program?

Mr. FORD. They came before our
committee—representatives from four
States—and requested additional funds.
They are not Federa. officials, but they
were State adjutants general, I believe,
and they naturally and properly re-
quested more money. Although I think
we must treat their requests certainly
with high respect, after all, they are
speaking like any other interested party,
asking more funds for a program in
which they happen to be particularly
interested. Inasmuch as we gave the
full amount the budget requested, more
than we gave them last year, and $2
million more than they expect to obli-
gate in fiseal 1955, the committee could
not see the justification for more money.

Mr. HARRIS. I thank the gentle-
man.

Mr. McCORMACEK. May I read the
minds of the members of the subcom-
mittee when I say they are very favor-
ably disposed toward the National
Guard?

Mr. FORD. I think that is very true.
We gave them all the money requested
for construction; every penny requested
for the regular National Guard program,
$218,502,000, which is about $8 million
more than was given in fiscal 1954.

Mr. McCORMACK. And if, through
regular processes, a supplemental budget
comes up, the subcommittee would view
it favorably?

Mr. FORD. We would.

Mr. HAGEN of California. Mr. Chair=
man, I move to strike out the last word
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merely to ask a question which relates to
a minor matter. It is in two parts and
relates to a provision on page 39, section
717, dealing with commissary operation,
if someone on the committee is familiar
with it.

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. I may say to
the gentleman that that is the same pro-
vision we carried in the bill for the cur-
rent year.

Mr. HAGEN of California. This lan-
guage for reimbursement is identical
with the previous provision; is that
correct?

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. It is identi-
cal language.

Mr. HAGEN of California. And the
language establishing criteria for opera-
tion in the United States; it would be the
same as it was last year; is that correct?

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. That is cor-
rect.

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the Recorbp.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
‘Washington?

There was no objection.

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Chairman, during
the reading of the Defense appropria-
tions bill, when the clerk came to pages
17 and 18, as the members of the com-
mittee will remember, he read so fast
that he passed over the paragraphs on
construction of ships at the bottom of
page 17 and the one on shipbuilding
and conversion on the top of page 18
before I was recognized, although I was
on my feet. Therefore, I have waited
until this time to seek recognition to
compliment the committee on these par-
ticular provisions for construction and
conversion of ships.

The policy of the Department of the
Navy, as I understand it, was to decom-
mission a great many older combat ships,
to put them in mothballs, and to place
them in readiness should their services
be required in the future. Meanwhile,
the funds that would be needed to main-
tain those older vessels were to go into
construction of modern vessels and in
particular a fourth Forrestal class car-
rier.

I wish to commend the committee on
their recognition of the wisdom of this
policy through reporting out the appro-
priation bill, which provides the funds
for this program.

The gentleman from Washington [Mr.
ToLLEFsoN], during the reading of the
earlier section of the bill, mentioned the
need of private merchant ships as an
adjunct to defense. The Department of
the Navy has been in the position of
maintaining public and private ship-
yards for defense and, since we have lit-
tle or no private merchant ships being
built, the Navy has sought to allocate
naval construction and repair to private
and public yards and, of course, this has
been spreading the butter on the bread
pretty thin. There just was not enough
work to sustain all our shipyards that
are necessary for mobilization. In this
connection, I think that the Bureau of
Ships has been doing an excellent job.
However, I think the members of this
committee should recognize tha$ the
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bulk of ship construction has been going
to eastern shipyards. I do not criticize
the Navy for this and I realize, of course,
that any provision in an appropriation
bill which would direct where ships
should be built would be ruled out on a
point of order.

Nevertheless, I think that Congress
should recognize that the new Forrestal
carriers cannot go through the Panama
Canal. I feel that the members of the
appropriate committees of Congress,
particularly the Armed Services Com-
mittee, should bear in mind that on the
west coast there must be the necessary
skills and facilities to construet modern
combat vessels. Moreover, we should
disperse on a geographical basis in case
of enemy air attack. Accordingly, in
complimenting the appropriations com-
mittee, I, at the same time, want to urge
that every possible consideration be
given to allocating naval construction to
the Pacific coast. The last figure that I
saw was that 28.9 percent of naval con-
struction was on the west coast as
against 51.3 percent on the east coast,
the balance being on the Great Lakes
and the gulf coast. Since then, substan-
tial contracts have been given to yards in
these two latter areas. In conclusion,
I urge that full consideration be given
to allocating the fourth Forrestal class
carrier for construction on the west
coast,

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. Mr. Chair-
man, I move that the Committee do now
rise and report the bill back to the House
with sundry amendments, with the rec-
ommendation that the amendments be
agreed to and that the bill, as amended,
do pass.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. McCurrocH, Chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union, reported that that Com-
mittee, having had under consideration
the bill (H. R. 8873) making appropria=
tions for the Department of Defense and
related independent agency for the fis-
cal year ending June 30, 1955, and for
other purposes, had directed him to re-
port the bill back to the House with sun-
dry amendments, with the recommenda-
tion that the amendments be agreed to
and that the bill, as amended, do pass.

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. Mr. Speaker,
I move the previous question on the
bill and all amendments to final passage,

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. Isa separate vote de=
manded on any amendment? If not, the
Chair will put them en gros.

The amendments were agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the engrossment and third reading of
the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the passage of the bill.

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. Speaker, I offer
a motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman op-
posed to the bill?

Mr. WHEELER. I am.
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The SPEAKER. The gentleman quali-
fies. The Clerk will report the motion
to recommit.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. WHEELER moves to recommit the bill
to the Committee on Appropriations with
instructions to add section 738:

*Sec, 738. None of the funds appropriated
by this act shall be available for defraying
any of the expenses of maintaining uni-
formed personnel of the United States in
armed conflict anywhere in the world: Pro=-
vided, That this prohibition shall not be
applicable with respect to armed conflict
pursuant to a declaration of war or other
express authorization by Congress or with
respect to armed conflict occasioned by an
attack on the United States, its Territories,
or possessions, or an attack on any nation
with whom the United States has a mutual
defense or security treaty.”

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. Mr. Speaker,
I move the previous question on the
motion to recommit.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAEKER. The question is on
the motion to recommit.

The question was taken, and the
Speaker announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were refused.

So the motion to recommit was re-
jected.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the passage of the bill.

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH and Mr. MA-
HON demanded the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 378, nays 0, not voting 57, as
follows:

[Roll No. 58]
YEAS—378
Abbitt Brooks, Tex.  Derounian
Abernethy Brown, Ga. Devereux
Adair Brown, Ohio D'Ewart
Addonizio Brownson Dies
Albert Broyhill Dodd
Alexander Buchanan Dolliver
Allen, Calif. Budge Dondero
Allen, I11, Burdick Donchue
Andersen, Burleson Donovan
H. Carl Busbey Dorn, N. Y.
Andresen, Bush Dorn, 8. C.
August H, Byrd Dowdy
Andrews Byrne, Pa. Durham
Angell Byrnes, Wis Eberharter
Arends Campbell Edmondson
Ashmore Canfield Elliott
Aspinall Cannon Ellsworth
Auchincloss Carnahan Evins
Ayres Carrigg Fallon
Baker Cederberg Felghan
Barden Celler Fenton
Barrett Chenoweth Fernandez
Bates Chiperfield Fine
Beamer Chudoff Fino
Becker Church Fisher
Belcher Clevenger Fogarty
Bennett, Fla. Cole, Mo. Forand
Bennett, Mich. Colmer Ford
Bentley Condon Forrester
Bentsen Cooley Fountain
Berry Coon Frazier
Betts Cooper Frelinghuysen
Bishop Corbett Friedel
Blatnik Cotton Fulton
Boggs Coudert Gamble
Boland Cretella Garmatz
Bolling Crumpacker Gary
Bolton, Cunningham Gathings
Frances P. Curtis, Mass. Gavin
Bolton, Curtis, Mo, Gentry
Oliver P. Dague George
Eonin Davis, Ga. Golden
Bonner Davis, Tenn, Goodwin
Bosch Davis, Wis, Gordon
Bow Dawson, Ill. Granahan
Bowler Dawson, Utah Grant
Brambletit Deane Green
Bray Delaney Gregory
Brooks, La. Dempsey Gross

Gubser
Gwinn
Hagen, Calif,
Hagen, Minn,
Hale

Halleck

Hand

Harden
Hardy

Harris
Harrison, Nebr.
Harrison, Wyo.
Harvey

Hays, Ark.
Hays, Ohio
Hébert

Heller
Hesselton
Hess
Hiestand

Hill

Hillelson
Hillings
Hinshaw
Hoeven
Hoffman, I11.
Hoffman, Mich.
Holifield
Holmes

Holt
Holtzman
Hope

Horan
Hosmer
Hruska
Hunter

Hyde

Ikard
Jackson
James
Jarman
Javits

Jensen
Johnson, Calif,
Johnson, Wis.
Jonas, IlI.
Jonas, N. C,
Jones, Ala.
Jones, Mo.

Karsten, Mo,
Kean
Eearns
Eeating
Kee

Kelley, Pa.
Eelly, N. Y.
Keogh
Kilburn
Kilday
King, Pa.
Kirwan
Kluczynskl
Knox
Krueger
Laird
Landrum
Lane
Lanham
Latham
LeCompte
Lesinski
Lipscomb
Long
Lovre
Lucas

Lyle
McCarthy

McConnell
McCormack
MeCulloch
McDonough
McGregor
MecIntire
McMillan
McVey
Machrowicz
Mack, I1.
Mack, Wash.
Madden
Magnuson
Mahon
Maiflliard
Marshall
Mason
Matthews
Meader
Merrow
Metealf
Miller, Calif.
Miller, Eans,
Miller, Md.
Miller, Nebr,
Miller, N. Y.
Mills
Morano
Morgan
Moss
Moulder
Multer
Mumma
Natcher
Neal

Nelson
Nicholson
Norrell
Oakman
O'Brien, TIL.
O'Brien, Mich,
O'Brien, N. Y.
O'Hara, Ill.
O’'Hara, Minn.
O'Neill
Osmers
Ostertag
Passman
Patman
Patten
Pattersen
Pelly
Perkins
Plost
Philbin
Phillips
Pillion
Poage

Poft

Polk

Powell
Preston
Price

Priest
Prouty
Rabaut

Ray
Rayburn
Reams
Reece, Tenn.
Reed, N. Y.
Rees, Kans.
Regan
Rhodes, Ariz.
Rhodes, Pa.
Riehlman
Riley

Rivers
Robeson, Va.
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Robsion, Ey.
Rodino
Rogers, Colo.
Rogers, Fla.
Rogers, Mass.
Rogers, Tex,
Roosevelt
Sadlak

Bt. George
Schenck
Scherer
Scrivner
Scudder
Becrest
Seely-Brown
Belden
Shafer
Sheehan
Shelley
Sheppard
Short
Shuford
Bikes
Simpson, TIL.
Simpson, Pa.
Small
Smith, Kans,
Smith, Miss,
Smith, Va.
Smith, Wis.
Spence
Springer
Staggers
Stauffer
Steed
Stringfellow
Sullivan
Taber
Taylor
Teague
Thomas
Thompson, La.

Van Zandt
Vinson
Vorys
Vursell
Wainwright
Wampler
Warburton
Watts
Wharton
Wheeler
‘Whitten
Wickersham
Widnall

Williams, Miss.
Willlams, N. J.
‘Williams, N. Y.
‘Willis

‘Wilson, Calif,
Wilson, Ind.
Winstead
Withrow
Wolcott
Wolverton
Yates

Young
Younger
Zablocki

NOT VOTING—57

Clardy

Cole, N. Y,
Crosser
Curtis, Nebr.
Dingell
Dollinger
Doyle

Engle
Graham
Haley

Harrison, Va.
Hart
Herlong
Howell
Jenkins
EKearney
Kersten, Wis,
King, Calif,
Klein
Lantaff
Martin, Towa
Merrill
Mollohan
Morrison
Murray
Norblad
O’'Eonski
Pilcher
Radwan

So the bill was passed.
The Clerk announced the following

pairs:

Rains
Reed, Il
Richards
Roberts
Rooney
Saylor

Mr. Clardy with Mr. Rains,
Mr. Kersten of Wisconsin with Mr. King.
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Mr. Jenkins with Mr. Engel.
Mr. Martin of Iowa with Mr. Chatham,
Mr. O'Konski with Mr. Pilcher
Mr. Graham with Mr. Camp.
Mr. Reed of Illinois with Mr. Mollohan.
Mr. Cole of New York with Mr, Doyle,
. Bender with Mr. Bailey.
. Kearney with Mr. Dollinger.
. Merrill with Mr, Buckley.
. Norblad with Mr. Herlong.
Mr, Saylor with Mr. Lantaff.
Mr. Curtis of Nebraska with Mr. Haley.
Mr. Radwan with Mr. Harrison of Virginia,
Mr. Scott with Mr. Rooney.
Mr. Talle with Mr. Morrison.
Mr. Weichel with Mr. Klein.
Mr, Westland with Mr. Wilson of Texas.
Mr. Velde with Mr. Crosser.
Mrs. Thompson of Michigan with Mr.
Howell.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

BEEE

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND
REMARKS

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that all
Members may have 5 legislative days in
which to extend their remarks on the bill
just passed.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

RESIGNATION FROM COMMITTEES

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following resignation from a com-
mittee:

ArrIL 29, 1954,
The Honorable JoserH W. MARTIN, Jr.,
Speaker of the House of Representa-
tives, Washington, D. C.

Dear MR. SPEAKER: I hereby tender my
resignation as a member of the Committee
on House Administration.

Sincerely yours,
CHARLES A. HALLECE,

The SPEAKER. Without objection,
the resignation will be accepted.
There was no objection.

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following communication:

APRIL 26, 1954.
Hon. JosepH W. MarTIN, Jr.,
Speaker, House of Representatives,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Mi. SPEAKER: Attached hereto is a
letter from the Honorable BRENT SPENCE re-
signing as a member of the Joint Committee
on Defense Production.

Pursuant to the authority vested in me by
section Ti2 (a) of the Defense Production
Act of 1950, as amended, I hereby appoint
the Honorable WRIGHT PATMAN, a member of
the Conmittee on Banking and Currency of
the House of Representatives, as a member of
the Joint Committee on Defense Production.

Sincerely,
JessE P. WoLcorT,
Chairman.

APRIL 26, 1954,

Hon. Jesse P. WorcorT,

Chairman, Commiitee on Banking and
Currency, House of Representatives,
Washington, D. C.

DeAr MR, CHAIRMAN: I herewith tender my
resignation as a member of the Joint Com-
mittee on Defense Production, established by
section 712 of the Defense Production Act of
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1850, as amended, to be effective as of this
date.
SBincerely,
BRENT SPENCE.

ELECTION TO COMMITTEE

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I offer
a resolution (H. Res. 522) and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

Resolved, That the following-named Mem-
bers be, and they are hereby, elected mem-
bers of the standing Committee of the House
of Representatives on House Administration:
WiLL E. NEAL, West Virginia; D. BarLey MER-
RiLL, Indiana; and GLENARD P. LIPSCOMSB,
California.

The resolution was agreed to.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Sundry messages in writing from the
President of the United States were
communicated to the House by Mr.
Tribbe, one of his secretaries, who also
informed the House that on the follow-
ing dates the President approved and
signed bills and joint resolutions of the
House of the following titles:

On April 9, 1954:
H.J. Res. 461. Joint resolution making an
additional appropriation for the Department
of Labor for the fiscal year 1954, and for other

purposes.
On April 13, 1954:

H.R.1568. An act to amend sectlon 6 of
chapter 786 of the act of June 6, 1900, en-
titled “An act making further provision for
a civil government for Alaska, and for other
purposes” (31 Stat. 323; title 48, sec. 108,
U.8.C.); and

H. R.2747. An act to amend title 17 of the
United States Code entitled “Copyrights”
with respect to the day for taking action
when the last day for taking such action falls
on Saturday, Sunday, or a holiday.

On April 15, 1954:

H.R. 962. An act for the relief of Gabrielle
Marie Smith (nee Staub);

H.R.1148. An act for the relief of An-
tonino Cangialosi (or Anthony Consola);

H.R. 1529. An act to facllitate the develop-
ment of building materials in Alaska through
the removal of volcanic ash from portions
of Eatmal National Monument, Alaska, and
for other purposes;

H. R. 3045. An act for the rellef of Nickolas
E. Ioannides;

H. R.4024. An act to change the name of
the Appomattox Court House Natlonal His-
torical Monument to the “Appomattox Court
House National Historical Park'’;

H.R. 4056. An act for the relief of Man-
fred Singer; .

H.R.4707. An act for the relief of Lee Yim
Quon;

H.R.4886. An act for the rellef of Ingrid
Birgitta Maria Colwell (nee Friberg);

H.R.4984. An act to remove certain
limitations upon the sale or conveyance of
land heretofore conveyed to the city of Miles
City, Mont., by the United States;

H.R.5085. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Marie Tcherepnin; and

H.R.6434. An act to amend sections 401
and 701 of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cos-
metic Act so as to simplify the procedures
governing the establishment of food
standards.

On April 17, 1954:

H.R.880. An act for the rellef of Scarlett
Scoggin;

H.R.2351. An act for the relief of Sam
Rosenblat;

H.R.2441. An act for the relief of Husnu
Ataullah Berker;
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H. R. 3306. An act to provide for the relief
of certain reclamation homestead entrymen;

H.R.2951. An act for the rellef of Mar-
gherita Di Meo;

H.R. 4738. An act for the relief of Gabriel
Hittrich;

H. R. 5529. An act to preserve within Man-
assas National Battlefield Park, Va., the most
important historic properties relating to the
Battles of Manassas, and for other pur-
poses; and

H. J. Res. 238. Joint resolution granting the
status of permanent residence to certain
aliens.

On April 22, 1954:

H.R.6025. An act to authorize the Secre-
tary of the Army to grant a license to the
Leahl Hospital, a nonprofit institution, to
use certain United States property in the
city and county of Honolulu, T. H.;

H.R.T7110. An act to provide that title to
school lands shall vest in the States under
the act of January 25, 1927, notwithstanding
any Federal leases which may be outstand-
ing on such lands at the time they are sur-
veyed; and

H.R.7380. An act to authorize the Secre-
tary of Commerce to reconvey certain prop-
erty which the city of Boulder, Colo., donated
to the Secretary of Commerce for the estab-
lishment of a radio propagation laboratory.

On April 27, 1954:

H.R. 6436. An act to amend the Commu-

nications Act of 1934, as amended.
On April 29, 1954:

H. R.B8539. An act to extend the perlod of
election under the Uniformed Services Con-
tingency Option Act of 1953 for certain mem-
bers of the uniformed services.

THE RIGHT HONORABLE VINCENT
MASSEY, GOVERNOR GENERAL OF
CANADA

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that it may be in
order at any time on Tuesday, May 4,
1954, for the Speaker to declare a re-
cess subject to the call of the Chair for
the purpose of receiving in a joint meet-
ing the Right Honorable Vincent Mas-
sey, Governor General of Canada.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from In-
diana?

There was no objection.

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL MONDAY
NEXT

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the House
adjourns today it adjourn to meet at
noon on Monday next.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from In-
diana?

There was no objection.

PROGRAM FOR NEXT WEEK

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from In-
diana?

There was no objection.

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, as I
guess most of us know, on Tuesday next
there are primary elections in the States
of Alabama, Florida, Indiana, New Mex-
ico, and Ohio, so in keeping with our
practice we are arranging the program
to suit the convenience of Members from
those States.
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On Monday we will call the Consent
Calendar. There are not very many
bills on the calendar, but I think we
had better get back on schedule on both
the Consent and Private Calendars.

Then there are two bills on which
rules were granted some time ago, and
which have been scheduled several
times, and which should be disposed of.
One of them is Senate bill 984 having
to do with judicial review of certain tax-
court decisions and H. R. 2550 having
to do with the extradition of fugitives.
It is our purpose to call up the rules
and consider those measures starting on
Monday after the call of the Consent
Calendar.

On Tuesday, we will have the joint
meeting which will be at 12:30 p. m. for
which unanimous consent has just been
granted.

We will call the Private Calendar and
then we will continue with the bill to
which I have just referred.

On Wednesday, we expect to call up
Senate bill 2150 having to do with the
construction of the St. Lawrence sea-
way. It is expected that general debate
can be concluded on that day. I think
there are 4 hours general debate and we
certainly hope the general debate can
be concluded on Wednesday and have
the first section read so that on Thurs-
day, and I want to say at this time we
hope that we can come in at 11 o’clock
on Thursday, we would take the bill up
for amendment under the 5-minute rule
and consider the bill to final passage.
As I say, I hope on Thursday we can
do that because a great many of our
Members have made arrangements to
make the annual outing and inspection
trip to New York City on Friday, May T.

8. 2150

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois, from the Com-
mittee on Rules, reported the following
privileged resolution (H. Res. 523, Rept.
No. 1549), which was referred to the
House Calendar and ordered to be
printed.

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the Union
for the consideration of the bill (S. 2150)
providing for creation of the St. Lawrence
Seaway Development Corporation to con-
struct part of the St. Lawrence seaway in
United States territory in the interest of
national security; authorizing the Corpora-
tion to consummate certain arrangements
with the Saint Lawrence Seaway Authority
of Canada relative to construction and opera-
tion of the seaway; empowering the Corpora-
tion to finance the United States share of
the seaway cost on a self-liquidating basis;
to establish cooperation with Canada in the
control and operation of the St. Lawrence
seaway; to authorize negotiations with
Canada of an agreement on tolls; and for
other purposes, and all points of order against
said bill are hereby waived. After general
debate, which shall be confined to the bill
and continue not to exceed 4 hours, to be
equally divided and controlled by the chair-
man and ranking minority member of the
Committee on Public Works, the bill shall
be read for amendment under the 5-minute
rule. At the conclusion of the consideration
of the bill for amendment, the Committee
shall rise and report the bill to the House
with such amendments as may have been
adopted and the previous question shall be
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considered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without in-
tervening motion except one motion to
recommit.

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS

1ir. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the business in
order on Calendar Wednesday of next
week may be dispensed with.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Indiana?

There was no objection.

EXCHANGE OF PERSONS PROGRAMS
IN KOREA AND JAPAN

Mr. BROWNSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from In-
diana?

There was no objection.

Mr. BROWNSON. Mr. Speaker, on
April 14, I made a speech on the floor of
the House regarding the future of the
international leader and student ex-
change program—CONGRESSIONAL REC=-
ORD, pages 5142-5143,

Mr. Speaker, in view of the inquiries I
have received in response to this speech
and the timeliness of the subject, I am
including as an integral part of my re-
marks, today, a carefully prepared
statement on the leader and educational
exchange programs in Japan and Korea.
This statement has been approved in-
formally by a majority of the members
of the International Operations Subcom-
mittee, House Government Operations
Committee. It will form the basis of
th2 exchange of persons sections of the
forthcoming reports of the subcommit-
tee as a part of its recent survey of Gov-
ernment programs in Japan and Korea.
I hope and believe that the release of
this information at this time will assist
Members of the Congress and interested
citizens throughout the country who are
now giving active consideration to the
future of these programs.

In connection with extensive studies
made by the International Operations
Subcommittee of United States opera-
tions in Korea and in Japan, specific
inquiries were made into the exchange
of persons programs in Korea. Because
there appears to be a need for imme-
diate consideration by the Congress of
obstacles which hamper the execution of
the exchange of persons programs, the
subcommittee believes that this portion
of its studies in the Far East should be
issued at this time.

EXCHANGE OF PFERSONS PROGRAMS

Since 1950, American objectives in
Korea have centered on security from
external aggression arising out of Com-
munist Asia, and economic relief, re-
construction, and rehabilitation. Before
1950, considerable attention was given
to the fostering of institutions, attitudes,
and practices which are the bone and
sinew of a free democratic society. Pro-
vided the threat of a renewal of hostili-
ties does not increase, it is to be expected
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that efforts along these lines will now be
resumed. Along with the Philippines
and possibly Japan, Korea appears des-
tined to be a showcase in which Asian
peoples will seek to discover what Ameri-
can ideas and principles mean when
applied in an oriental setting.

One of the most effective tools in the
American kit for fostering Korean un-
derstanding and expertise in the prac-
tical side of operating a free democratic
system is the exchange of persons pro-
grams. The Foreign Operations Admin-
istration—FOA—and the United Na-
tions Korean Reconstruction Agency—
UNERA—are now developing exchange
programs of the technical assistance
type. Alongside of these there is an im-
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portant role to be played by the educa-
tional and leader exchange programs
under the Smith-Mundt and Fulbright
Acts. These programs are especially
acceptable to Koreans because of their
binational character and the direct
American-Korean professional contacts
they provide. Because they are directed
to Korean opinion leaders in various
fields, they have considerable long-run
impact.

Up till the present time, however, only
a small Smith-Mundt leader-type pro-
gram has been in operation. The at-
tached table provides a breakdown of
this program through 1955 fiscal year
as projected in the President’'s budget
request:

Educational exchange with Korea under Smith-Mundt Act (Public Law 402)—Currenl and
projected programs

1953 (actual) 1954 (allocated) 1955 (planned)
Grants Cost Grants Cost Grants Cost
1. 3-YEAR SUMMARY
Americans to Korea:
Lecturers, research specinlists. - 4 | $40, 450 4 £40, 480
Teachers... 2 15, 240 2 15, 240
LT R e e TSR S S YR R e (e S SR IS TR P SR B e e e
Specialists. 5| $44,380 4 21,920 4 21, 920
Bubtotal LT 5 44, 380 10 77, 640 10 77, 640
Koreans to the United States:
Lecturers, research specialists. . oo occccmmaaas 12 53, 640 1 4,470
A e e st i i | e o | e e 3 10, 530 2 7,020
Students. ... P 9 38, 430 9 38, 430
Specialists. ... e 3 9, 570 5 15, 950
Leaders_.__. 14 43, 400 5 15, 950 10 31, 900
Bubtotal. 26 97, 040 2 78, 850 26 93, 300
Total 81| 141,420 a1 | 156, 500 36 170, 940

Unusual delays have beset the activa-
tion of a Fulbright foreign-currency pro-
gram in Korea. Pursuant to the Sur-
plus Property Settlement Agreement of
1948, the hwan equivalent of $4 million,
out of the $25,000,000 accruing to the
United States in settlement for surplus
United States property transferred to
the Korean Government, was earmarked
to finance “such educational programs
as may be mutually agreed upon by the
two Governments.” In April 1950 an
executive agreement—Treaties and Oth-
er International Acts, series 2059—be-
tween the two Governments, pursuant to
Public Law 584, 79th Congress—the Ful-
bright Act—provided definitely that up
to $2 million of this Korean currency ac-
count would be made available for
educational-exchange purposes. This
agreement further stipulated that no
more than $400,000 in hwan equivalent
would be spent in any 1 year. It also
provided that the Secretary of State will
make available for expenditure, as au-
thorized by a binational commission set
up under the agreement, Korean curren-
cy available under the program “in such
amounts as may be required for the pur-
poses of the agreement.,” All such ex-
penditures by the commission, however,
were to be made “pursuant to an annual
budget to be approved by the Secretary
of State.” The Fullbright agreement
further provided that—

The Government of the United States of
America and the Government of the Republic
of Eorea shall make every effort to facilitate
the exchange-of-persons programs author=-

ized in this agreement and to resolve prob-
lems which may arise in the operations
thereof.

The outbreak of war in 1950 created
conditions unfavorable to the activation
of a program under the United States-
Korean agreement of 1950. Various oth-
er circumstances have resulted in the
agreement remaining inactive until the
present. For the fiscal year 1955 the
State Department first proposed a pro-
gram of $400,000 equivalent, and later
reduced the proposed expenditure to
$200,000 in view of the stress on budget
economies. However, even this was
eliminated in the President’s budget as
a result of a decision reached in or
through the Bureau of the Budget that
the worldwide program of educational
exchanges could not exceed the appro-
priation for 1954. This was $15 million
in round figures. This decision, in effect,
eliminated funds required by the Depart-
ment of State to acquire from the Treas-
ury foreign currency for the activation
of the Fulbright program in Korea.
Since there had been no Korean program
in 1954, any amount allotted in 1955 to
Korea would have the effect of reducing
programs in other countries or reducing
the Smith-Mundt program, which is
financed primarily by dollar expendir
tures.

It is understood that a similar situation
has arisen in other countries, including
several Asian countries, where foreign
currency educational exchange programs
were to be stepped up or activated for
the first time. In many countries, in-
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cluding Korea and Japan, a large vol-
ume of foreign currencies is available,
or can be made available, for United
States educational exchange programs
which cannot be converted into dollars
because of the unfavorable foreign ex-
change position of these countries.
Further, the expanded use of these cur-
rencies for educational exchange pur-
poses will have no significant effect on
internal inflationary conditions. In
these instances it appears to be to the
clear advantage of the United States to
employ these currencies in expanded ed-
ucational exchange programs.

Many studies and surveys of these pro-
grams have been made within the Con-
gress, by presidential advisory commis-
sions, and by nongovernmental groups.
The verdicts rendered have been favor-
able in virtually all instances.

The programs requested for 1955 fiscal
year by the Republic of Korea and the
American Embassy and given first prior-
ity by the Department of State are not
included in other U. N. or FOA plans.
They include:

{a) Sending United States professors
and teacher-trainers to Korea: These
educators would be drawn from the fields
of political science, philosophy, physical
sciences, law, and police.

(b) Assistance in staffing a Eorean
university: This university would include
in its program, first, refresher courses for
lawyers, judges, and procurators on ele-
ments of a democratic legal system; sec-
ond, a department of law enforcement
and police administration for short
courses for law-enforcement officials.

(c) Assistance in establishing and op-
erating American schools in Eorea: Un-
der the Fulbright Act, it is possible to
designate American schools abroad and
to pay the costs of travel and tuition
for Korean scholars to attend such in-
stitutions. Since the 1955 program as
proposed for Korea placed major em-
phasis on this feature, it would be neces-
sary to, first, review the various Korean
institutions to determine which, if any,
meet the criteria required, are interested
in being assisted and utilized, and have
facilities adaptable for expansion; sec-
ond, assist the Korean institutions so se-
lected by providing American Fulbright
professors; third, provide travel and tui-
tion grants to selected Korean scholars
from Korean Fulbright funds to attend
these American schools in Korea.

(d) Bringing Korean specialists,
scholars, and professors to the United
States: The Republic of Korea and the
United States Embassy desire to send
Korean students, scholars, and profes-
sors for study and training in the
United States. There is also a proposal
to send national, prefectural and munici-
pal leaders and specialists to the United
States to establish a concept of demo-
cratic government and the need for an
enlichtened citizenry. This would re-
quire some Public Law 402 dollars—
Smith-Mundt. However, the costs of in-
ternational travel can be defrayed in
considerable part by won currency.

These programs require some dollar
support—approximately 20 to 25 per=-
cent of the foreign currency cost.
Therefore, in order to activate an an-
nual program in Korea involving the ex-
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penditure of the won equivalent of
$400,000 approximately $100,000 in dol-
lars from the United States Treasury
will be required. In other words the
American taxpayers are required to put
up only one-fifth of the total.

It is believed, therefore, that the Ko-
rean educational exchange program
should be activated without further de-
lay. It also is believed that budget ceil-
ings should not be applied so as to re-
quire that programs in other countries
be reduced by the dollar equivalent of
the won that is programed for Korea
for educational exchange. It is further
believed that appropriation requests for
this program should indicate clearly,
first, how much will be returned to the
United States Treasury; and, second,
that it is submitted in order to imple-
ment the clear intent of an interna-
tional agreement duly entered into by
the United States pursuant to authoriz-
ing acts of the Congress. The Supple-
mental Appropriation Act of 1954, Pub-
lic Law 207, section 1313, 83d Congress,
reaffirmed the authority of the Secretary
of State to enter into such agreements.

Last year the President approved a
request by the State Department that
the Rabaut amendment—section 1415,
Public Law 547, 82d Congress—this re-
quires dollar appropriations in order to
use foreign credits owed to or owned by
the United States—not apply to the use
of foreign currencies for international
educational exchange which are avail-
able for this purpose under interna=
tional agreements made pursuant to
statute. The Hickenlooper subcommit-
tee, the United States Advisory Com-
mission on Educational Exchange, and
the President’s Board of Foreign Schol-
arships made similar recommendations.
However, it is believed such an exemp-
tion for these programs is not needed if
the foregoing suggestions are carried
out.

COORDINATION AMONG EXCHANGE OF PERSONS
PROGEAMS

Exchange of persons programs in Ko=
rea are being conducted by UNKRA, by
the U. N. Technical Assistance Board,
by the Department of State under the
International Educational Exchange
program, and by the ROK’s, The De-
partment of the Army under the CRIK
program furnishes some technical-as-
sistance to the Koreans. The FOA is
planning a large exchange program
which will gear technical agencies such
as the Department of Agriculture into
the operation.

As long as separate United States and
international agencies are operating
programs in Korea multiple exchange of
persons programs are inevitable. The
exchange of persons is a technique used
in the execution of programs rather
than a major program category in its
own right. However, regardless of dif-
ferent purposes and different profes-
sional and occupational fields serviced
by the various exchange programs, co-
ordination is an obvious necessity. It
is necessary that each agency have a
clear and up-to-date knowledge of pro-
grams administered by other agencies,
that fields of operation be delineated,
that common facilities, standards, pro=
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cedures, et cetera, be employed where
appropriate,

Up to the present, adequate coordina-
tion has not been achieved at the Wash-
ington end. The exchange of persons
clearinghouse operated by the United
States Office of Education under con-
tract with the Department of State for
the purpose of assembling data on all
Government-operated exchanges does
not appear to be operating success-
fully—at least for Korea. In Korea
good working relations have been estab-
lished among all parties concerned, ex-
cept in some instances with the Korean
Government. However, reasonably clear
delineations between the types of pro-
grams to be operated by the respective
agencies have not yet materialized.
This is illustrated particularly in the
field of education. This problem has
not yet been a serious one, however, be-
cause of the small scale of programs ac=
tually in operation. In view of the en=-
larged programs envisaged under cur-
rent plans, however, it is important that
corrective steps be taken without delay.
At the very least, responsibility should
be clearly fixed on one agency—proba-
bly the Department of State—to gather,
assemble, and disseminate information
on exchanges in effect or being planned.

THE EDUCATIONAL EXCHANGE PROGRAM, JAPAN

Testimony concerning this program
was received in Japan from Donald
Ranard, Chief of the Exchange of Per=
sons Branch. Although in Washington,
the International Educational Exchange
Service is organizationally separated
from the United States Information
Service, in Japan as in other parts of
the world as a result of Reorganization
Plan 8, the Chief of the exchange opera-
tion reports to the Publie Affairs Officer
of USIS. This is no change however
from the situation that existed prior to
the effective date of Reorganization Plan
8. This apparently is a temporary ar=
rangement. Whether it will be con=-
tinued is not known by the subcommit-
tee at this time. The subcommittee was
advised, however, that in Japan this or-
ganizational arrangement is working out
satisfactorily. Information received
concerning the IES program in Japan
was as follows:

BACKGROUND

The Department of the Army initiated
an exchange-of-persons program under
the occupation. This Army program
brought approximately 800 Japanese
students and 800 leaders to the United
States during the period September 1949
to April 1952,

A program designed to bring Japanese
business executives, government officials,
political leaders and technicians to the
United States was initiated in 1949 under
Japanese Government auspices. Ap-
proximately 1,500 Japanese have been
brought to the United States under this
program from 1950-53, inclusive. In
1953 the Department of State assisted
in arranging itineraries for 289 such
visitors. All program costs other than
that required for staff time for planning
travel programs is borne by the Japanese
Government and commercial firms.
Initially the Department of the Army
transferred yen credits to the Japanese
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Government to finance the program.
The assistance provided by the Depart-
ment during 1953 will be provided by the
Japanese Embassy in Washington in
1954 and subsequent years.

The responsibility for administering
the educational exchange program with
Japan was transferred to the Depart-
ment of State on July 1, 1952. Close
coordiration between the Departments
of State and Army was maintained dur-
ing fiscal year 1953, since many of the
grants had been issued by the Depart-
ment of the Army prior to the official
transfer of responsibility for program
administration. United States Govern-
ment exchange of person programs are
now financed solely through funds al-
lotted under the Fulbright Act—Public
Law 584, T9th Congress—and the
Smith-Mundt Act—Public Law 402, 80th
Congress. The purposes and meth-
ods of these two acts are similar in
many respects. The Smith-Mundt Act,
however, places more emphasis on
the promotion of “a better understand-
ing of the United States in other
eountries” and increasing “mutual un-
derstanding between the people,” and
less on education and research as such,
than the Fulbright Act. Also, the Smith-
Mundt Act is broader in coverage in that
it includes exchanges outside educa-
tional and academic institutions in its
trainee, specialist, lecturer, and leader
program.

The binational executive agreement
bctween the United States and Japan
providing for a 5-year program of edu-
cational exchanges under the Fulbright
Act was signed August 28, 1951, and
established a foreign currency allocation
of $4,750,000 equivalent to support this
program. The terms of the agreement
provided a budget of $1 million per an-
num except for the first year program
of $750,000 during the academic year
1952, It is estimated that at the end
of the 1954 fiscal year, $1,614,000 in yen
equivalent will be available to finance
future program.

CURRENT AND FUTURE PROGRAM

The attached table gives a breakdown
of the 1953 program, which is now in
effect, the 1954 fiscal programs, and the
program requested for 1955 fiscal:
Educational exchange with Japan, current

and project programs?

1953 1954 (allo- 1855
Americans to Japan (actual) | cated) |(planned)
L PUBLIC LAW 584
PROGRAM
Iecturors, research spe-
talieta. . _ .. 2 a a7
“l‘na.che ............... 7 12 12
Students (graduate) ... 19 2 28
Specialists (seminar). ... 3 10
Bubtotal ... 54 80 87
Iagnnem to the United
tates:
Lecturers, research
specialists_ . __.... 47 25 25
Teachers_ . ... 36 36 36
Studunf.a (grad-
............. 145 150 150
Subtotal........ 228 21 211
Total .o 282 201 208

1 Generally exchanges take place the year follow:
the fiscal year funds from which they are financed. g
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Educational exchange with Japan, current
and project programs—Continued

1053 1954 (allo- 1955
Americans to Japan | (,oiuq)) | cated) |(planned)
IL PUBLIC LAW 402
FROGRAM
United Smtes spl':cinl-
sts. > L 2 2
.......... 9 10
49 16 36
58 2 48
1955
1653 1954 (planned)
1. BUDGET COSTS
Foreign currency (Pub-
lic Law 584) . ___...... $800, 000  $900, 000 $1, 000, 000
Public Law 402 dollar
supportl_ .. 336, 520{ 339,440 289,240
Total Fulbright
Eram. . 1, 136, 520| 1,239, 440| 1, 289, 240
Publie w 402 pro- i
gram (non-Fulbright).| 164, 130{ 103,700 175 100
Total 402/584 pro-
138 RO 1,300, 650| 1,343, 140{ 1, 464, 340
Total dollars. ._... 500, cmi 443,140) 464,340

For the 1953 fiscal year the combined
exchange of persons programs included
63 grants to Americans and 277 to Japa-
nese at a cost of approximately $1,-
300,650, including $800,000 in yen cur-
rency equivalent. This is the program
in effect during the 1953-54 academic
year. These grants were subdivided as
follows:

Americans | Japanese

Leaders and specialists. ... 9 149
Lecturersand research specislists 26 47
sy e R S A AR S o B 7 36
Btudents 19 145
63 2

1 Includes high-status trainees.

The authorized 1954 fiscal year appro-
priations were approximately the same
as for 1953. But in view of the contem-
plated use of $900,000 in yen equivalent,
the dollar amount was less. The num-
ber of American grantees was slightly
expanded with reduced emphasis on
leaders—or specialists—and increased
emphasis on lecturers and research
scholars. The total number of Japanese
grantees was reduced by 15 percent as
a result of a 50 percent reduction in
the number of leader, specialist, lec-
turer, and research scholar grants to
Japanese. The 1955 appropriation re-
quest was slightly higher, but in view of
the contemplated use of $1 million in
yen currency, the dollar costs would
remain approximately the same as for
1954 fiscal. Under this request, the
number of American grants would in-
crease slightly while the number of
Japanese grants would be increased to
approximately the 1953 fiscal level.

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

On the basis of its rather limited ob-
servations of the United States-Japa-
nese exchange of persons program in
operation, the subcommittee received a
favorable impression of its operation.

This program is of great potential
consequence in checking the unfortu-
nate amount of anti-American senti-
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ment in Japan, in increasing Japanese
understanding of the United States, in
winning support for the free world in its
strategic opposition to Communist ex-
pansionism, and in preserving and sup-
porting the spirit behind some of the
occupation era reforms.

It is especially effective with the Japa-
nese because of their interest in and
respect for professional and cultural
leaders and because it places influential
Japanese in direct contact with those as-
pects of American life we wish Japanese
opinion to understand. Furthermore,
the Japanese participate in making most
of the selections. In this connection,
the subcommittee supports the recom-
mendation of the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee that “wherever practi-
cable the binational commissions abroad
functioning as part of the Fulbright pro-
gram shall also make selections of edu-
cational exchanges under the Smith-
Mundt Act”—report on overseas infor-
mation program of the United States.
Report No. 406, 83d Congress, 1st session,
June 15, 1953. The subcommittee also
suggested that consideration be given to
extending the grants of Japanese stu-
dents in the United States to 2 years in
instances where this is appropriate. One
year is a short period for a young Japa-
nese to absorb what the United States
has to offer.

The cost of this program to the United
States taxpayer is running less than one-
half a million dollars a year. There has
been no economic aid program for Japan
since the end of the occupation. In 1954
it is planned to allocate to economic sup-
port $10 million of the yen proceeds from
the sale of surplus agricultural commod-
ities. There has been no Government-
financed technical assistance program.
In the Philippines, for example, there
will be five times as many United States
Government-financed exchanges in 1954
on a per capita basis. In view of the im-
portance of the contributions which the
exchange-of-persons program can make
to the achievement of our objectives in
Japan, the subcommittee believes it
should be expanded.

In the Far East, to a greater degree
than in any other geographic region of
the world, few exchange visits have oc-
curred except as assisted by United
States Government grants. The factors
which stimulate citizens of one nation to
visit another nation under private re-
sources, such as cultural similarity, prox-
imity, common language, religious affili-
ation, commercial interdependence, et
cetera, are relatively weak between the
United States and the Far East. Very
few exchange visits have occurred or will
occur with nations of the Far East except
as stimulated and assisted by the United
States Government. The subcommittee
received testimony on the fine work of
private American organizations such as
church groups, Socony-Vacuum, the
Crew Foundation, the Rockefeller Foun-
dation, the Bancroft Foundation, and
college groups. The subcommittee feels
that maximum encouragement should
be given to private exchanges.

There is sufficient flexibility in the
Smith-Mundt Act to permit it to be used
to achieve some of the purposes in the
technical assistance field which are
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served in other countries by programs
under the provisions of Mutual Security
and International Development legisla-
tion. It can be adjusted to bring sub-
stantial numbers of influential Japa-
nese industrialists and leaders in tech-
nical fields to the United States. Such
adjustment would be in accord with the
objectives of this act if grantees were
. selected on the basis of their opinion-
molding potential and if program ex-
periences were designed to emphasize
pro-American orientation.

It is to be noted that during the occu-
pation period, on an annual basis, some
500 to 800 Japanese were brought to the
United States under the Exchange-of-
Persons program of the Department of
the Army. In addition, approximately
300 Japanese were annual recipients of
grants to the United States under the
Japanese Government program, which
was financed largely by Department of
the Army yen credits.

During the same period, thousands of
Americans were in Japan as employees
of the Department of the Army. Dur-
ing this period also, numerous projects
and programs were initiated to strength-
en democratic institutions in the govern-
mental and economic field. Subsequent
to the occupation period, however, the
scope of exchanges has been reduced sud-
denly and drastically. In many in-
stances this has eliminated United
States followup on worthy occupation
programs and has minimized the show
of United States interest in many Jap-
anese problems of substantial concern
to the United States. This is indicated
most forcibly by the following data on
the number of visits of Japanese leaders
to the United States under United
States Government programs:

1951 500
1952 250
1953 49
1954 25

The number of Japanese students
brought to the United States annually
under the State Department’s program
has been less than 50 percent of the
number previously brought over during
the occupation period.

The State Department has given high
priority to minor increases in the Japan
fiscal year 1955 program but has not
asked for the funds necessary to support
the Embassy’s full request, in view of the
fact that under a Budget Bureau ruling
the worldwide appropriations request for
fiscal year 1955 educational exchange
program must not exceed the actual 1954
allocation.

This program in Japan along with the
cultural centers probably can be in-
creased, without extra cost to the Ameri-
can taxpayer, by the allocation of Japa=
nese yen to support them under the pro-
visions of the GARIO settlement to be
negotiated in April. Under the Rabaut
amendment—section 1415, Public Law
5417, 82d Congress—dollar appropriations
must be obtained for all United States-
administered programs even though they
actually are financed in whole or in part
by foreign currencies. The subcommit-
tee supports the application of the Ra-
baut amendment to foreign currency ex-
change programs and, therefore, is not
sympathetic with the efforts that have
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been made to exempt these programs
from the requirement that they obtain
dollar appropriations.

However, where foreign currencies, not
otherwise available to the United States,
are, or can be made, available for sound
and useful cooperative cultural and ex-
change programs, the subcommittee
urges that they be used. If the facts
are clearly presented to the Appropria-
tions Committees of the Congress, there
should be no difficulty in securing the
appropriation of dollars, which, in fact,
either will not be drawn from the Treas-
ury or will be drawn only on a 25-cents-
to-the-dollar ratio. Overall budgetary
ceilings should not be applied so as to
prevent the use of foreign eurrencies for
desirable programs, when those curren-
cies cannot otherwise be obtained or, if
obtainable, cannot be used without re-
placing dollars needed by the foreign
country for balance of payments reasons,

Those cultural and exchange pro-
grams are, in effect, binational. There-
fore, in negotiations such as the GARIO
settlement, the foreign government most
probably will agree to set aside for them
local currency over and beyond what it
probably would agree to pay over to the
United States for an exclusive United
States expenditure—especially to re-
place a United States expendifure nor-
mally met in dollars. In the case of
exchange programs and cultural cen-
ters, the small amounts involved and
the uses for which the expenditures are
made, preclude a significant inflationary
impact on the local country.

The President’s budget requested
$1,464,340 for these programs for the
1955 fiscal year—$1 million of which
represented available yen credits. This
was the Japanese portion of the request
of $15 million for the worldwide ex-
change program—3$17,560,166 of which
represented available foreign currencies.
H. R. 8067 cut this request to $9 million
and specified that $7,560,166 of this
“shall be used to purchase foreign cur-
rencies or credits owed to or owned by
the Treasury of the United States.” As
applied to Japan, this appropriates
$1,062,000 of which only $62,000 would
represent dollars drawn from the United
States Treasury. This would eliminate
the Smith-Mundt leader and specialist—
dollar—program and necessitate a large
reduction in the Fulbright—yen—pro-
gram since a 1-to-4 ratio of dollars to
yen is estimated to be the lowest that
is feasible.

In effect, H. R. 8067 would cuf the
undersized 1954 program of $1,343,140
more than 50 percent. The subcommit-
tee would regard any such action as dan-
gerous in national security terms.

Before the passage of H. R. 8067, the
State Department was preparing a sup=-
plemental appropriation request which
would permit a 20-percent increase in
the 1955 Japanese exchange of persons
program as compared with 1954. On the
basis of its survey in Japan, the subcom=-
mittee would recommend that this sup-
plemental request, if presented, be ap-
proved so far as it applies to Japan,

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED

Mr. BOW. Mr. Speaker, I have a
special order for tonight which I wish
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to have withdrawn, and now ask unani-
mous consent that I may address the
House for 30 minutes on Monday next,
following the legislative program of the
day and the conclusion of any special
orders heretofore entered.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND
FOREIGN COMMERCE

Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce may have until midnight tomor-
row night to file a report on the bill
H. R. 8357, and that the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. Mack] may have the privi-
lege of filing minority views therewith.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
Jersey?

There was no objection.

PRICES OF DAIRY PRODUCTS

Mr. MARSHALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks and include extraneous ma=
terial therewith.

The SPEAKER. Is these objection to
the request of the gentleman from Min-
nesota?

There was no objection.

Mr. MARSHALL. Mr. Speaker, some
time ago on the floor of this House we
had quite a discussion about the posi-
tion that we were finding ourselves in,
in connection with export trade for
American farm products. On page 1129
of the hearings on the Department of
Agriculture appropriation ©bill some
questions were asked concerning the
world price of American farm products,
Particularly were we interested in dairy
products and we asked some questions
about the price of dairy products. We
find that the price of dried milk varied,
according to the figures furnished by the
Department of Agriculture, from 12.8
cents to 8.5 cents per pound. We were
interested in finding that on April 22,
and I will include the press release with
my remarks, that the Commodity Credit
Corporation, Department of Agriculture,
decided that they were going to dispose
of their milk for animal feed for 3%
cents and 4 cents a pound.

Mr. Speaker, in all candor, I ask you
what kind of a position is the United
States of America in when they refuse
to put the prices of American farm prod-
uts onto the world market at the world
price, and charge the taxpayers of this
country with the difference between 15
cents a pound, which they are paying,
and 315 cents or 4 cents a pound that
they are moving those products for feed
for livestock? That does not make sense
to me.

UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
Washington, April 22, 1954.
ParT oF CCC Driep Mok SurrLuses To Be
SoLp ror FeeEp Use

A program under which part of the big

surplus of nonfat dried milk solids held by

the Commodity Credit Corporation will be
sold for a limited period at reduced prices for
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use in mixed animal and poultry feeds was
announced today by Secretary of Agriculture
Ezra Taft Benson.

The stocks of dried milk were acquired by
CCC in carrying out mandatory price sup-
port operations. As of April 14, the Corpo-
ration was holding more than 589 million
pounds of dried milk in its inventories.

“This is the fifth specific action since late
March in the series of steps we are taking to
improve the current dairy situation,” Secre-
tary Benson said in commenting on the sale
program.

“We are fortunately in position to realize
two beneficial results from the program an-
nounced today. Supplies of high-protein
feed supplements are short, due primarily to
the reduced 1953 soybean crop. We can,
therefore, move substantial amounts of our
dried milk into feed use, relieving the Gov-
ernment of the need to carry some of the
burdensome stocks. At the same time we
can help stabilize the protein feed-supple-
ment market to the advantage of livestock
and poultry farmers. We will be putting
some skim milk, for which there is no other
current outlet, back into a normal and his-
toric use as livestock feed.

“The feed-sale use will not interfere in any
way with our programs to move dried milk
stocks for human consumption. We have so
much on hand that we can, and will, con-
tinue vigorously every effort to secure great-
est possible distribution through such out-
lets as the school lunch program, donations
for the relief of needy people both at home
and abroad, sales for export, and other spe-
cial programs. Distribution of CCC stocks of
dried milk for human consumption during
the past 2 years has totaled nearly 300 mil-
lion pounds.

“When I outlined the general plans for a
broad dairy program on March 29 I said that
we were prepared to take a loss on Govern-
ment surplus stocks of dairy products. The
sale of extra surpluses of dried milk at re=-
duced prices for feed use is the sort of con=
structive program we had in mind.”

Actions to improve the dalry situation
which have been announced previously in-
clude: (1) A promotion campaign to push
the consumption of dairy products, espe-
clally during June Dairy Month; (2) a na-
tionwide educational program to increase the
culling of low-producing dairy cattle; (3)
offers to sell CCC stocks of cheese and dried
milk for export at prices comparable with the
world markets; and (4) a special program to
facilitate the use of United States-produced
butter and nonfat dried milk solids, for rec-
ommendation and sale as fluld milk in friend-
ly countries abroad.

Sales of dried milk for feed use under the
program announced today will begin in a
few days, as soon as the necessary adminis-
trative procedures can be set up in field
offices. Through August 31, 1954, CCC stocks
of nonfat dried milk solids will be offered for
sale for limited use by the domestic feed in-
dustry in most States at 31, cents a pound.
In the States of Arizona, California, Idaho,
Nevada, Oregon, Utah, and Washington the
sales price will be 4 cents a pound. This
price differential is in line with the normal
freight differentials on shipments of other
~ mixed feed materials to these States. The
sales price includes delivery f. o. b. at desti-
nation points.

Nonfat dried milk purchased under this
sales program must be bought prior to Sep-
tember 1, 1954, must be used in addition to
the buyer's normal purchases of dairy prod-
ucts, fermentation byproduct feeds, fish sol-
ubles, and riboflavin supplements, and must
be incorporated in mixed animal or poultry
feeds prior to November 1, 1954.

A sales announcement will be malled to
the feed trade with all necessary details of
the program. When sales start they will be
made daily through Commodity Stabilization
Service commodity offices in Cincinnati, New
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Orleans, Dallas, Eansas City, Mo., Minne-
apolis, and Portland, Oreg. The dried milk
will grade U. S. Standard or better. Coples
of the sales announcement will be available
from the CSS commodity offices or from the
Livestock and Dairy Division, CS8, USDA,
Washington 25, D. C.

On April 14 the USDA had stocks of non-
fat dried milk solids amounting to 589.6 mil-
lion pounds, costing approximately 16.73
cents per pound. Sales and other uses for
this product have amounted to 165.9 million
pounds for export, 20.3 million pounds for
section 32 distribution, 101.3 million pounds
for section 416 donation, 6.8 million pounds
to the United States Army, and 1.7 million
pounds for other disposals. The nonfat dried
milk for these uses has come from purchases
of over 885 million pounds of the product
primarily under the 1952-53 (beginning
April 1, 1952) and the 1953-54 (beginning
April 1, 1953) dairy price support programs,

Officials of the Department do not belleve
the sale of CCC-owned dried milk for feed
use will seriously affect the market for other
feed supplements. The dried milk will be
used largely to make up for the current
shortage of soybean meal before the new
crops come in. It has been estimated that
production of soybean meal in the 1953-54
year will be around three-quarters of a mil-
lion tons below the production a year earlier,
and the effects of this reduction will be espe-
cially pronounced during the April-Septem-
ber period. However, the Department is con-
sidering the development of a program for
use in the event that it is advisable to pro-
tect the market for other animal protein
supplements such as dry and condensed
whey and dry buttermilk.

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT
OF AGRICULTURE,
Washington, April 22, 1954.

QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS ON SALE OF NONFAT
DrY MILK SoLIDS FOR USE IN LIVESTOCK AND
PovrTRY MixEp FEEDS

1. Why the sale of nonfat dry milk at low
prices for animal feed use now?

There are two good reasons. One, the
Government has extremely large stocks of
nonfat dry milk solids that have been piling
up despite every effort to move them into
various uses. This inventory is now approxi-
mately 600 million pounds, or equal to about
a year's supply at current consumption. The
other reason is the current shortage of high
protein supplement for mixed feeds—pri-
marily of soybean meal because of the smal-
ler 1953 soybean crop. Use of Government
stocks at this time will relieve the short pro-
tein supply situation until the new crops
come on next fall. Use of skim milk as live-
stock feed is a normal and historic use.

2. Why the low price for the nonfat dry
milk for this use?

At the price of 4 cents a pound on the West
Coast and 3!; cents a pound for the rest
of the country, the dry milk is at a price
comparable to other vegetable protein feed
supplements. If the program is to be prac-
tical, the offering price must be at compa-
rable levels,

3. Why not use the nonfat dry milk for
human food rather than for animals?

This program will not stop the efforts be-
ing made to expand the distribution and
use of Government stocks of dry milk for
human use, and is in addition to and not a
replacement of these other programs. Dur-
ing the past 12 months, vigorous actlion has
found outlets for more than 250 million
pounds of Government-owned dry milk for
human feeding in this country and abroad.
(Over 100 million pounds has been donated
to church and other welfare agencies for
feeding needy persons abroad. An addi-
tional 115 million pounds has been sold at
1 cent per pound to the United Nations In-
ternational Children’s Emergency Fund for
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feeding children in the hungry areas of the
world). But despite these efforts, heavy
purchases moved dry milk into Government
ownership much faster than outlets could
be found. During the past 12 months, pur-
chases amounted to over 660 million pounds,
adding nearly 400 million pounds to Gov-
ernment inventories. While soybean feed
is short, it is highly practical to develop a
program now to move some of these large
Government stocks of dry milk.

4, Is this program going to interfere with
the sale of other animal protein feeds to
the feed industry?

No. Feed manufacturers, to qualify for
the purchase of this dry milk, must agree
to continue to use the same amount of dairy
by-product feeds such as dried, condensed
or semi-solid whey, buttermilk and skim
milk. They must also continue to use the
same quantities of fermentation by-product
feeds, such as distillers’ solubles and brew-
ers’ dried yeast and also fish solubles and
riboflavin supplements, during the life of
this program as was used in feeds during
the same period a year ago. This program
was not set up to supplant the use of any
proteins; it was established to fill a gap in
supplies caused by the smaller 1953 soybean
crop.

5. Can the dry milk purchased by feed
manufacturers be resold or exported as dry
milk?

No. It cannot be exported or resold ex-
cept in mixed feeds.

6. Will this program continue indefinitely?

No. The program is set up to last only
until the new crop comes in. BSupplies of
high protein feed should then be available
in sufficient quantities again. Sales by the
Government will be discontinued on August
31, and feed manufacturers must use the
dry milk in mixed feeds before November 1,
1954, This will prevent feed manufacturers
from accumulating a big inventory of this
milk to use later.

7. How does the selling price compare with
the cost of the dry milk to the Government?

The selling prices of 31, and 4 cents per
pound compare to an estimated inventory
cost of 16.73 cents per pound. However, the
recovery to the Government for other dis-
posals of dry milk has been little or nothing,
The price established under this program
will permit some recovery of Government
costs and at the same time relieve the Gov-
ernment of costly and difficult storage prob-
lems.

8. Was this program begun because the
Government-owned milk is spoiling and the
Government wants to unload it?

No. Nearly all of the milk in Government
stocks is suitable for food use and the milk
being offered for sale is U. 8. Standard
grade or higher, which is highly suitable for
food use. However, there is no prospect that
the present large stocks can be used for food
use in the next year or two. The milk
will not remain in top condition indefinite-
ly and this program provides another satis-
factory outlet that will help reduce Govern-
ment inventories. It is important to stop
storage costs, which on nonfat dry milk are
now running around $400,000 a month. Also,
continued large purchases of this commod-
ity are in prospect. Currently, nonfat dry
milk is coming into Government ownership
at a rate of about 2 million pounds a day.

REORGANIZATION PLAN NO. 1 OF
1954—MESSAGE FROM THE PRES-
IDENT OF THE UNITED STATES
(H. DOC. NO. 381)

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
CAnrFIELD) laid before the House the fol-
lowing message from the President of
the United States, which was read and,
together with the accompanying papers,
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without objection, was referred to the
Committee on Government Operations
and ordered to be printed:

To the Congress of the United States:

I transmit herewith Reorganization
Plan No. 1 of 1954, prepared in accord-
ance with the Reorganization Act of
1949, as amended.

The reorganization plan establishes a
new Government agency, the Foreign
Claims Settlement Commission of the
United States; transfers to that Com-
mission the functions of the War Claims
Commission and of the International
Claims Commission of the United States;
and abolishes the latter two Commis-
sions.

The Foreign Claims Settlement Com-
mission will be composed of three mem-
bers appointed by the President by and
with the advice and consent of the Sen-
ate. The President will designate one
of the members as Chairman of the
Commission. The Chairman will be re-
sponsible for the internal management
of the affairs of the Commission. The
reorganization plan contains provisions
designed to assure smooth administra-
tion of functions during the period of
transition to the new organization.

The War Claims Commission was
created as a temporary agency by the
War Claims Act of 1948, The Commis-
sion was made responsible for settling
certain claims of former United States
World War II prisoners of war, civilian
internees captured or in hiding to avoid
capture in the Philippines, Guam, Wake
Island, and the Midway Islands, and
certain religious organizations in the
Philippines which had aided American
forces during the war. In 1952, the
Commission was assigned, additionally,
the administration of claims of Philip-
pine religious organizations which sus-
tained losses of their educational, medi-
cal, and welfare facilities in the war,
and of benefits to United States pris-
oners of war for inhumane treatment
during internment by the enemy.

From its inception in 1949 to April 1,
1954, approximately 500,000 claims were
filed with the War Claims Commission,
and approximately $134 million was paid
to claimants. Approximately 96,000 re-
maining claims are in the process of set-
tlement, and the Commission must com-
plete action on them, together with such
?gpeals as may be filed, by March 31,
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The International Claims Commission
was established within the Department
of State by the International Claims Set-
tlement Act of 1949. Its immediate
function was to adjudicate claims cov-
ered by a settlement of $17 million
which was deposited with the Govern-
ment of the United States by the Yugo-
slav Government primarily to compen-
sate our nationals for losses sustained
through nationalization of properties.
The act also authorized the Commission
to settle such claims as might be in-
cluded later in any similar agreement
between the United States and a foreign
government. Subsequently, the Com-
mission was assigned the administration
of a $400,000 settlement negotiated with
the Government of Panama.
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From its establishment in 1950 to April
1, 1954, the International Claims Com-
mission has settled 531 claims out of a
total of 1,622 filed. Of this total, 1,555
claims were against Yugoslavia and 67
were against Panama. Under the act,
settlement of the remaining Yugoslav
claims must be completed by December
31, 1954.

The accompanying reorganization
plan has substantial potential advan-
tages. The Foreign Claims Settlement
Commission will be able to administer
any additional claims programs financed
by funds derived from foreign govern-
ments without the delay which has often
characterized the initiation of past pro-
grams. Moreover, the use of an exist-
ing agency will be more economical than
the establishment of a new commission
to administer a given type of foreign
claims program. Consolidation of the
affairs of the two present Commissions
will also permit the retention and use
of the best experience gained during the
last several years in the field of claims
settlement. The declining workload of
current programs can be meshed with
the rising workload of new programs
with maximum efliciency and effective-
ness,

A proposed new claims program now
pending before the Senate would provide
benefits similar to those paid to World
War II victims under the War Claims
Act for losses and internments result-
ing from hostilities in Korea. The exec-
utive branch of the Government has rec-
ommended approval of this program by
the Congress. I now suggest that this
program be assigned by law to the For-
eign Claims Settlement Commission.

There should also be assigned to this
new Commission the settlement of such
of the claims programs as may be au-
thorized from among those recom-
mended by the War Claims Commission
in its report made pursuant to section 8
of the War Claims Act. That report,
posing many complex policy, legal, and
administrative problems, is now being
reviewed by executive agencies; and rec-
ommendations will soon be sent to the
Congress.

By peace treaties and an international
agreement, the United States has ac-
quired the right to utilize certain exter-
nal assets and settlement funds of sev-
eral countries. A total of about $39 mil-
lion is available to indemnify claims of
United States nationals against the Gov-
ernments of Rumania, Hungary, Bul-
garia, and Italy arising out of war dam-
age or confiscations in those countries.
In addition, claims growing out of United
States losses from default on obligations
and nationalization of properties may be
settled by awards from $9 million real-
ized from an agreement made in 1933
with the Soviet Union, known as the
Litvinov assignment. Action by the
Congress is necessary before these vari-
ous funds may be assigned for settle-
ment, and recommendations of the exec-
utive branch in this connection will be
transmitted at an early date.

In addition to the reorganizations I
have described, the reorganization plan
transfers to the Foreign Claims Settle-
ment Commission the functions of the
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Commissioner provided for in the joint
resolution of August 4, 1939. Those
functions involve the receipt and admin-
istration of claims covered by the Litvi-
nov assignment. The Office of Commis-
sioner, for which funds have never been
appropriated and which has never been
filled, is abolished.

The reorganization plan does not
transfer the war claims fund or the
Yugoslav claims fund from the Depart-
ment of the Treasury, or divest the Sec-
retary of the Treasury of any functions
under the War Claims Act of 1948, as
amended, or under the International
Claims Settlement Act of 1949, as
amended. It does not limit the respon-
sibility of the Secretary of State with
respect to the conduct of foreign affairs.
The reorganizations contained in the
reorganization plan will not prejudice
any interest or potential interest of any
claimant.

After investigation, I have found and
hereby declare that each reorganization
included in the accompanying reorgani-
zation plan is necessary to accomplish
one or more of the purposes set forth in
section 2 (a) of the Reorganization Act
of 1949, as amended. I have also found
and hereby declare that it is necessary
to include in the accompanying reor=
ganization plan, by reason of reorgani-
zations made thereby, provisions for the
appointment and compensation of offi-
cers specified in section 1 of the plan.
The rate of compensation fixed for each
of these officers is that which I have
found to prevail in respect of compar-
able officers in the executive branch of
the Government.

The statutory citation for certain fune-
tions of the Secretary of State with
respect to the International Claims Com-
mission which are abolished by the re-
organization plan, is the third and
fourth sentences of section 3 (c¢) of the
International Claims Settlement Act of
1949, 64 Stat. 13, as amended.

It is at this time impracticable to
specify the reductions of expenditures
which it is probable will be brought
about by the taking effect of the reor-
ganizations contained in the plan.

Reorganization Plan No. 1 of 1954 pro-
vides a single agency for the orderly
completion of present claims programs.
In addition, it provides an effective or-
ganization for the settlement of future
authorized claims programs by utiliz-
ing the experience gained by present
claims agencies. It provides unified ad-
ministrative direction of the functions
concerned, and it simplifies the organi-
zational structure of the executive
branch. I urge that the Congress allow
the reorganization plan to become
effective,

DwicHT D. EISENHOWER.

Tue WHITE HOUSE, April 29, 1954.

REORGANIZATION PLAN NO. 2 OF
1954—MESSAGE FROM THE PRESI-
DENT OF THE UNITED STATES
(H. DOC. NO. 382)

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. CAN-

FIELD) laid before the House the follow-

ing message from the President of the
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United States which was read and, to-
gether with the accompanying papers,
without objection, was referred to the
Committee on Government Operations
and ordered to be printed:

To the Congress of the United States:

I transmit herewith Reorganization
Plan No. 2 of 1954, prepared in accord-
ance with the Reorganization Act of
1949, as amended. The reorganization
plan assigns to appropriate agencies the
liquidation of certain affairs of the Re-
construction Finance Corporation.

First, the reorganization plan trans-
fers to the Export-Import Bank of
Washington loans made to foreign finan-
cial institutions and to foreign govern-
ments, including a loan to the Republic
of the Philippines; all foreign bonds and
securities acquired in the liquidation of
Corporation lending programs; and
functions with respect to the liguidation
of those assets. The bank is this Gov=
ernment’s principal instrument for the
administration of similar matters and
can readily integrate the liquidation of
the transferred assets with its other ac-
tivities in the field of foreign finance.

Second, the reorganization plan trans-
fers to the Small Business Administra-
tion loans made by the Reconstruction
Finance Corporation to victims of floods
or other catastrophes, together with the
function of liquidating those loans. The
Small Business Administration is re-
sponsible for a similar loan program.
Thus, by this transfer, related activities
are concentrated in a single agency for
effective administration.

Third, the reorganization plan trans-
fers to the Federal National Mortgage
Association, in the Housing and Home
Finance Agency, real-estate mortgages
made or acquired under the authority of
the RFC Mortgage Company and the De-
fense Homes Corporation, and the func-
tion of liquidating these assets. The As-
sociation is responsible under its basic
authority for the servicing, liquidation,
and sale of the bulk of residential real-
estate mortgages held by the Govern-
ment of the United States. Through its
field offices, the Association maintains
continuous relationships with lending
and investing institutions specializing in
home financing. It is, therefore, the
Federal agency best situated to liquidate
the assets of a similar type transferred to
it by the reorganization plan.

Under existing authority, the complet-
tion of the liquidation of the assets and
the winding up of the affairs of the Re-
construction Finance Corporation will be
carried out under the direction of the
Secretary of the Treasury after the suc-
cession of the Corporation expires on
June 30, 1954. The reorganization plan
modifies that arrangement by placing re-
sponsibility for the completion of each
of the activities described above under
the jurisdiction of an agency responsible
for a similar continuing program. Thus,
the reorganization plan facilitates the
orderly and expeditious ligquidation of the
affairs of the Corporation.

It is not, however, practicable at this
time to specify the reductions of expend-
itures which it is probable will be brought
about by the taking effect of the reor-
ganizations contained in the plan.,
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After investigation, I have found and
hereby declare that each reorganization
included in Reorganization Plan No. 2
of 1954 is necessary to accomplish one
or more of the purposes set forth in sec-
tion 2 (a) of the Reorganization Act of
1949, as amended.

I urge that the Congress allow the re-
organization plan to become effective.

DwiGHT D. EISENHOWER.

THE WHITE HoUsE, April 29, 1954,

REORGANIZATION PLAN No. 2 oF 1954

(Prepared by the President and transmitted
to the Senate and the House of Repre-
sentatives in Congress assembled, April 29,
1954, pursuant to the provisions of the
Reorganization Act of 1949, approved June
20, 1949, as amended)

LIQUIDATION OF CERTAIN AFFAIRS OF THE
RECONSTRUCTION FINANCE CORPORATION

Secrion 1. Transfer of functions: The
functions of the Reconstruction Finance
Corporation (hereinafter referred to as the
Corporation) with respect to the following-
described matters, together with the func-
tions of the Secretary of the Treasury under
section 10 of the Reconstruction Finance
Corporation Act, as amended, and under the
Reconstruction Finance Corporation Liqui-
dation Act, with respect to the said matters,
are hereby transferred as follows:

(a) There are transferred to the Export-
Import Bank of Washington the said func-
tions relating to:

(1) The loan made by the Corporation to
the Republic of the Philippines under section
3 of the joint resolution of August 7, 1946,
ch. 811, 60 Stat. 902,

(2) The loans made by the Corporation to
the Government of Ecuador and the New-
foundland Railway of St. Johns, Newfound-
land.

(3) The capital stock of the Banco de Bor-
racha (now known as the Amazon Credit
Bank, Belem, Brazil).

(4) All foreign bonds and securities ac-
quired by the Corporation in the liquidation
of its lending programs.

(b) There are transferred to the Small
Business Admrinistration the said functions
relating to loans made by the corporation to
victims of floods or other catastrophes.

(c) There are transferred to the Federal
National Mortgage Association the said func-
tions relating to mortgages held by the cor-
poration which were made or acquired under
the authority of the RFC Mortgage Company
or the Defense Homes Corporation.

Sec. 2. Transfer of incidental functions:
There are hereby transferred to each trans-
feree agency so much of the functions of the
Corporation, and so much of the functions of
the Secretary of the Treasury under section
10 of the Reconstruction Finance Corpora-
tion Act, as amended, and under the Recon~
struction Finance Corporation Liquidation
Act, as is incidental to, or necessary for, the
performance by the transferee agency of the
functions specified in section 1 (a), (b), or
(c) hereof, as the case mray be, including, in
respect of the functions specified in sections
1 (a), (1), 1 (b), and 1 (c) hereof, the
authority to issue notes or other obligations
to the Secretary of the Treasury, which may
be purchased by the Secretary, under section
7 of the Reconstruction Finance Corporation
Act, as amended, and the duty of making
payments on such notes or obligations issued
by or transferred to the transferee agency
hereunder.

Sec. 3. Transfer of assets; miscellaneous
transfers: (a) The loans, bonds, securities,
mortgages, and capital stock referred to in
section 1 of this reorganization plan, to=
gether with accrued interest thereon, prop-
erty acquired in connection therewith, and
contracts and other instruments pertaining

e thereto, are hereby transferred from the
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corporation to the respective transferee
agencies.

(b) In addition to the transfers made by
section 3 (a) above, there shall be trans-
ferred to each transferee agency so much as
the Director of the Bureau of the Budget
shall determine to be appropriate by reason
of transfers made by sections 1, 2, and 3 (a)
of this reorganization plan of the property,
personnel, records, liabilities, and commit=-
ments of the Corporation and of the author-
izations, allocations, and funds available or
to be made available to the Corporation or
the Treasury Department.

(c) Buch further measures and disposli-
tions as the Director of the Bureau of the
Budget shall determine to be necessary in
order to effectuate the transfers provided for
in sections 3 (a) and 3 (b) above, shall be
carried out in such manner and by such
agencies as the Director shall direct.

Sec. 4. Definition: As used in this reor-
ganization plan, the term “transferee agen-
cies” means the Export-Import Bank of
Washington, the Small Business Adminis-
tration, and the .Federal Natlonal Mortgage
Association.

Sec. b. Efective date: The provislons of
this reorganization plan shall take effect at
the time determined under the provisions
of section 6 (a) of the Reorganization Act
of 1949, as amended, or at the close of
June 30, 1954, whichever is later, and shall
be effective notwithstanding any heretofore
enacted provisions of law transferring the
duty of completing the liquidation of the
assets and the winding up of the affairs of
the Corporation.

DEFECTS IN THE FEDERAL PRISON
AND PAROLE SYSTEMS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Virginia [Mr. BroyHILL]
is recognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. BROYHILL. Mr. Speaker, on two
occasions recently I have brought to the
attention of the House certain defects
in our Federal prison and parole systems
which are in immediate need of investi-
gation and correction. From time to
time I hope to give this distinguished
body specific instances reflecting ad-
versely on the administration of those
systems in the belief that my colleagues
on the Committee on Rules will deem
it appropriate to speedily consider and
favorably approve a resolution which I
introduced and is currently pending be-
fore that committee.

I am not unmindful of the difficul-
ties I face. My good and able friend the
gentleman from Michigan [(Mr. HorFr-
maN] warned me this month of the road-
blocks in my path. Those obstacles are
already becoming apparent. It is quite
obvious to me that the Federal Director
of Prisons, Mr. James V. Bennett, has
done an excellent job of entrenching
himself and of worming his way into
the esteem of persons high in the coun-

cils of both major political parties. I
fully appreciate that a freshman Con-
gressman attempting to fight this alli-
ance has two strikes on him at the very
start.

But, Mr. Speaker, I have not struck
cut yet, and I am going to remain at
the bat until I strike out or until I hit a
home run which will rally the American
people to my support. Let me say that
I have an abiding faith in the American
people—in their fair play and in their
wisdom., I am firmly convinced that
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they are dedicated to the cause of clean
government.

In my previous remarks I referred to
the coddling of Communists in our
prisons and reformatories. My col-
league from the opposite side of the aisle,
the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr.
Svurron], gave you music and verse on
the case of the Communist Marzani. On
the Senate side Senator FErRGUsoN also
developed astounding facts in this case.
I refer you to the hearings before the
Subcommittee on the Committee on Ap-
propriations, United States Senate, 82d
Congress, 2d session, on H. R. 7289, mak-
ing appropriations for the Departments
of State, Justice, Commerce, and the Ju-
diciary for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1953, Your attention is invited to pages
1731 through 1738. It is unnecessary
for me to repeat the facts of this glaring
case, It suffices to say that this commie
received preferred treatment,

But today I have another case involv-
ing a bigger and much more important
Communist. In fact he is one of the top
11 Reds convicted for conspiracy to over-
throw our form of government by force
and violence. His picture was among
those which Attorney General Brownell
waved before a television audience last
month.

This man is John Gates, former edi-
tor of the Communist Daily Worker,
John Gates was serving his time in At-
lanta penitentiary and subsequent
events have shown that even while in-
carcerated he was still serving the Com-
munist cause. He was called upon and
permitted to write a chapter of a book on
the Communist Abraham Lincoln Bri-
gade in Spain.

When Federal Prison Director James
V. Bennett was before the Senate Appro-
priations Committee on June 20, 1952,
Senator FErguson asked him and I
quote:

Now, did Gates write an article about the
Communist Brigade in Spain?

Mr. Bennett replied:
‘Well, I don't know. He might have.

This exchange can be found on page
1739 of the hearings.

Mr. Speaker, I submit that Mr. Ben-
nett was evasive in his answer. I submit
that Mr. Bennett definitely knew that
Gates had written the chapter and that
Mr. Bennett facilitated the return of
the corrected proof to the publishers.

Let us go further into this case, be-
cause to me it is quite alarming when
a Communist who would destroy our
Nation is permitted to write and dis-
seminate, through the assistance of the
head of our Federal Prison Bureau, Com-
munist propaganda from his prison cell.
If we tolerate this there was indeed
little sense in taking him away from
his job as editor of the Communist Daily
‘Worker and jailing him.
~ At the time Gates was moved from
Atlanta to the prison at Danbury, Conn.,
he had already prepared the chapter on
the Abraham Lincoln Brigade, in which
he served when the Communists tried to
take over Spain. Gates was tempo-
rarily placed in Danbury to make him
available to his attorneys, Vito Marc-
antonio and John Abt, so that he could
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be briefed for an appearance before the
Subversive Control Board.

Upon reaching the Danbury prison,
Gates, on Bennett's personal orders, was
placed in a comfortable hospital room
despite the objections of the warden.
This hospital was comparable or better
than the average hospital in your county
or mine. And let me say that at this
time Gates was not entitled to hospital-
ization by reason of illness or bad health.

Now, Mr. Speaker, here is the payoff.
While Gates was whiling away his time
in a comfortable hospital room, the
warden received from Mr. Bennett the
printed proof of the chapter Gates had
written in Atlanta for the book. Ben-
nett had sent this proof to the warden
to be turned over to Gates for proofread-
ing and correction so that Bennett could
then return the proof to the publishers
of the book. Accompanying a note in
longhand from Bennett was a letter from
the publishers addressed to Gates stat-
ing that they could offer Gates only a
$10 honorarium for writing the chapter,
but that this fee might be increased,
depending upon the sale of the book.

Mr. Speaker, the warden objected to
handling this most unusual transaction,
to put it mildly, and was again over-
ruled by Mr. Bennett. Yes, Mr. Ben-
nett, the Director of our Federal prisons,
ordered his warden at Danbury to turn
the proof over to Gates for correction
and return it to Washington. Thus, Mr,
Speaker, the Director of our Federal
prisons permitted and facilitated the
dissemination of Communist propa-
ganda by one of the top Communist lead-
ers in the United States.

The warden naturally obeyed his or-
ders, permitted Gates to review the
proof which was returned by the warden
to Bennett as instructed, along with a
note from Gates to the publishers in-
dicating no changes were necessary in
the story and that the $10 fee for his
services would be acceptable. Obviously
this traitor was much more interested
in having his propaganda published
than he was in receiving pay for it,

This incident occurred about the 1st
of June 1952 shortly before our Mr. Ben-
nett went before the Senate Appropria-
tions Subcommittee and blandly told
Senator FErcuson that he, Bennett, did
not know whether Gates had written
an article on the Communist brigade
or not. Bennett knew full well that
Gates had written such an article.

Let us pursue the treatment—the soft
treatment if you please, Mr. Speaker—
Gates received at Danbury.

Original orders from Bennett were to
the effect that Gates was to receive no
visitors while he was being held for the
previously mentioned briefing of Marc-
antonio and Abt. Your knowledge of
Marcantonio and Abt makes it unneces-
sary for me to review their past con-
nections. Of late they have become the
chief mouthpieces of the Commies and
fellow travelers.

Now to go on with our story:

Either the first or second day Marcan-
tonio and Abt interviewed Gates, Marc-
antonio asked the officer in charge—not
the warden—whether Gates could not
have visits from his relatives in New
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York. The officer in charge called atten=-
tion to his orders that no visitors be per-
mitted. Asked who gave the orders, that
officer said he understood they came
from the director in Washington. On
his way out that evening, Marcantonio
stopped by the warden’s office and re-
peated his request that Gates be per-
mitted to receive visitors. The warden
refused permission. Marcantonio again
asked where such orders came from and
the warden told him they came from
James V. Bennett. Mr. Marcantonio
then stated in effect: “Jim Bennett and
I are old friends. I'll call him tonight
and he will approve the visits.”

Sure enough, much to the surprise of
the warden, within 48 hours he received
instructions by telephone from Bennett
to permit Gates to receive visitors.

Now, Mr. Speaker, information from
responsible sources to support these
facts are in my possession. I am pre-
pared to present this information to a
House committee, such as I have ad-
vocated, in sworn testimony.

This is indeed an amazing case—a case
that demonstrates conclusively that
there is coddling of Communists in our
prisons. It demonstrates also that the
man who heads our Federal Bureau of
Prisons is unfit for the responsible posi-
tion he holds. In effect he has acted as a
courier in the transmission of Commu-
nist propaganda.

But, Mr. Speaker, there are other cases
of Communist coddling. With the per-
mission of the House, I will soon address
vou regarding another top Commie who
found that a prison sentence for trying
to overthrow our form of government
can become a very, very soft berth.

Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BROYHILL. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Michigan.

Mr. RABAUT. The gentleman used
phrases like “the warden.” Who is this
warden?

Mr. BROYHILL. I am unable to re-
veal his name at this time. I have the
statement documented, I have it taken
before nine witnesses, and it can be
proven in proper form.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BROYHILL. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Maryland.

Mr. HYDE. Is the gentleman from
Virginia aware of the fact that the trans-
fer of Gates from Atlanta to Danbury
was made at the request of the Sub-
versive Activities Control Board?

Mr. BROYHILL. Yes.

Mr. HYDE. The gentleman does not
allege, then, that Mr. Bennett did that
on his own?

Mr. BROYHILL. No; I do not allege
that. Iam notalleging anything. Iam
relating the facts that have been placed
before me in documentary form with
witnesses.

Mr. HYDE. Has the genfleman him-
self investigated the conditions at the
Danbury prison?

Mr. BROYHILL. T have not person-
ally, no. I have talked to former war-
dens and T have talked to former guards.

Mr. HYDE. Is the gentleman aware
that these conditions were investigated
by newspaper reporters in Danbury?
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Mr. BROYHILL. Oh, yes; they have
been investigated by newspaper report-
ers. I have a large number of clippings
myself.

Mr. HYDE. Has the gentleman called
any of these facts of alleged misconduct
in the running of the Federal Bureau of
Prisons to the attention of the Attorney
General and turned them over so that
the Attorney General might investigate
them?

Mr. BROYHILL. I have discussed the
matter with the Attorney General., The
Attorney General has a great deal of
this information, and the FBI has a great
deal of this information.

Mr. HYDE. Has the
turned over——

Mr. BROYHILL. Just a moment. I
am not here for cross-examination by
the gentleman from Maryland. I am
merely trying to portray the situation.
A large portion of this information was
given to me in confidence and in good
faith by reliable witnesses, and I have
been asked not to betray the confidence
or the source of this information.
These people have conveyed informa-
tion before and have suffered reprisals.
In the case of the reformatory down at
Petersburg, Va., when the FBI came in
in 1953 to make an investigation, cer-
tain questions were asked of the guards
down there, and every guard that testi-
fied before the FBI, who had been there
any length of time in a supervisory ca-
pacity, has since been transferred or re-
tired. The prison personnel are afraid
to convey this information to any
source, not that they do not have con-
fidence in the Attorney General or any-
one else, but they are afraid it will in-
filtrate back to the Bureau of Prisons,
and that they may subject themselves to
losing their jobs. And, I do not blame
them a great deal.

Mr, HYDE. Is the gentleman aware
that there are standing committees of
the Senate and the House which have
Jjurisdiction over the Bureau of Prisons,
and has the gentleman offered to turn
over to those committees for investiga-
tion any of the facts he has?

Mr. BROYHILL. I have not offered
to turn over this confidential informa-
tion. Certain members of the commit-
tee have been approached and unfortu-
nately statements have been made which
have more or less proved conclusively
that Mr. Bennett stands in very high
favor with some of these people, and they
more or less prejudge the case before any
investigation is made; therefore these
people do not want this information
conveyed to this source.

Mr. HYDE. Is the gentleman sug-
gesting, then, that those people do not
mind turning it over to a special com-
mittee but mind having it turned over
to a regular committee?

Mr. BROYHILL. These people are
willing to appear under oath before a
select committee that will investigate
the whole reformatory system, because
they feel once we have a select commit-
tee assigned, they will go into this thing
and they will throw the whole thing sky
high and there will be no reprisals later
on.

Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

gentleman
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Mr. BROYHILL. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Michigan.

Mr. RABAUT. The gentleman says
he has not been to these prisons; has
the gentleman visited these prisons?

Mr. BROYHILL. I have not.

Mr. RABAUT. I have visited many of
the prisons of the United States during
my 20 years of service in the Congress.
At one time I had charge of the com-
mittee handling appropriations for the
Bureau of Prisons. There is no man for
whom I have greater respect than Mr,
James Bennett.

Mr. BROYHILL., The gentleman has
a right to his own opinion. I think I
have a right to mine.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman has expired.

FOUR-YEAR TERMS FOR CON-
GRESSMEN WITH VACANCIES
FILLED IN THE SAME MANNER
AS SENATORIAL VACANCIES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Oregon [Mr. ANGELL] is recog-
nized for 15 minutes.

Mr. ANGELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to revise and extend
my remarks and to include H. J. Res. 507.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Oregon?

There was no objection.

Mr. ANGELL. Mr. Speaker, my 16
years of service in the House of Repre-
sentatives has impressed upon me the
necessity of changing the method of fill-
ing vacancies in the House, as well as ex-
tending the term of House Members.

‘We know that senatorial vacancies are
filled by the governors of the respective
States. However, in the House of Rep-
resentatives, all vacancies must be filled
by elections. In most cases this means
calling a special election at heavy ex-
pense to the State and a long delay in
qualifying a House Member to take over
the congressional duties of the district
involved. The Speaker of the House,
under a recent legislative enactment, is
now next in line to the Vice President
for the Presidency in the case of the
death or inability to act of both Presi-
dent and Vice President. In these days
of both the atomic and hydrogen bombs
when, as scientists advise, an atomic
bomb can be reduced in size so that it
may be carried on the person, it is not
inconceivable that an attack on the
House of Representatives similar to that
recently carried out by the Puerto Rican
terrorists might very well deprive the
House not only of the Speaker but
enough House Members to deprive the
House of a quorum. It seems imperative
that a more simple and workable law
should be enacted by amending the Con-
stitution so that House vacancies may be
filled immediately by governors of the
States, as is now done with vacancies
occurring in the Senate.

We all recall that at the time of the
assassination of Abraham Lincoln at-
tacks were attempted to be carried out

.on other high-ranking officials, which

should put us on notice that in these
days of unrest and revolutionary and ter-
rorist attacks on heads of governments,
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it is entirely possible that we might be
faced with a situation in which the Pres-
ident, Vice President, and the Speaker of
the House would all be killed in a com-~
mon conspiracy.

The original reasoning that prompted
fixing the term of office for Members of
the House of Representatives for 2 years
was that by frequent 2-year elections
they would be nearer the people and in
the event of changes in legislative and
political philosophy frequent elections
would keep the House in accord with pre-
vailing views obtaining throughout the
Nation. The Senatorial term was fixed
at 6 years in order that it might be the
more conservative and stabilizing body.
However, as it has turned out in practice
the election of House Members every 2
years has placed a burden upon the
Members of almost continuous cam-
paigns, having to campaign in primary
and general elections every 2 years. The
expense and labor involved under mod-
ern conditions has resulted in slowing
down the effectiveness of Members of
Congress and placing on them a burden
which could be removed by extending
the term of office to 4 years, one-half of
the House membership to be elected at
each biennial election. This would to
some extent preserve the original plan of
the Constitution founders by electing
one-half of the House every 2 years as
well as one-third of the Senate.

This arrangement in my judgment
would be infinitely more satisfactory
than the existing one. I have therefore
introduced House Joint Resolution 507
to amend the Constitution to effectuate
these changes, both in the election and
the term of office of House Members.
This bill is identical with one introduced
in the Senate by Senator Casg, one of our
former colleagues in the House. I hope
that this bill will receive the approval
of the House. I include the bill as a part
of these remarks:

House Joint Resolution 507

Joint resolution proposing an amendment to
the Constitution of the United States pro-
viding for the filling of temporary vacan-
cies in the House of Representatives by
appointment and providing for a term of
4 years for Members of the House of Rep-
resentatives

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep=
resentatives of the United States of Ameri-
ica in Congress assembled (two-thirds of
each House concurring theérein), That the
following article is proposed as an amend-
ment to the Constitution of the United
States, and shall be valid to all intents and
purposes as part of the Constitution when
ratified by the legislatures of three-fourths
of the several States:

“ARTICLE —

“SecTION 1. The fourth clause of section 2
of article I of the Constitution of the United
States is amended by inserting before the
period at the end thereof a colon and the
following: ‘Provided, That the Executive
thereof shall have power to make temporary
appointments until the people fill the vacan-
cles by election as the legislature may direct.’

“SEC. 2. Section 2 of article I of the Con-
stitution of the United States is amended by
striking out the first clause of such section
and inserting in lieu thereof the following:

“‘The House of Representatives shall be
composed of Members chosen for terms of
4 years, except as hereinafter provided, by
the people of the several States, and the
electors in each State shall have the qualifi-
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cations requisite for electors of the most
numerous branch of the State legislature.
For each State, the duly elected Members of
the House of Representatives shall be divided
by lot into two classes, as nearly equal in
number as may be. States which have but
one Member in the House of Representatives
shall be alternated alphabetically as to class
T and class II. The first division of Members
into classes shall be made immediately after
the House of Representatives shall be assem-
bled in consequence of the first election of
Members to whom section 1 of this clause
applies, and a division of Members into such
classes shall be made immediately after the
House Representatives shall be assembled
in consequence of every election of Members
which next follows a reapportionment of
Representatives among the several States.
In those cases where the representation of a
State in the House of Representatives is in-
creased or decreased by reapportionment,
the resulting membership shall be reclassified
in the same manner as herein provided. The
seats of the Members of the first class shall
be vacated at the expiration of the second
year and the seats of the Members of the
second class shall be vacated at the expira-
tion of the fourth year, so that one-half, as
nearly as may be, of the Members may be
chosen every second year. The terms of all
Members in States whose representation is
increased or decreased by reapportionment
shall end at noon on the 3d day of January
after each election which next follows a reap-
portionment of Representatives among the
several States.

“This section shall not be construed as to
affect the election or term of any Members
chosen before it becomes valid as part of the
Constitution.

“Spc. 3. The amendment made by section
9 ghall first apply in the case of Representa-
tives elected for terms beginning on Janu-
ary 3 of the first odd-numbered year which

more than 1 year after the ratification
of this article.

“Sec. 4. This article shall be inoperative
unless it shall have been ratified as an
amendment to the Constitution by the legis-
latures of three-fourths of the States with-
in 7 years from the date of the submission
hereof to the States by the Congress.”

JAMES V. BENNETT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Maryland [Mr. Hypel is
recognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. HYDE. Mr, Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to revise and extend my
remarks and to include extraneous mat-
ter

The SPEAEKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mary-
land?

There was no objection.

Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. Hybpgl
yield to me?

Mr. HYDE. Yes; I am glad to yield.

Mr. RABAUT. I wanted tosaya word
about Jim Bennett because I feel it my
duty on an occasion such as this to de-
fend the rights of a man of the character
of James Bennett, of the Bureau of
Prisons.

I have visited most of the prisons in
this country. I have eaten their fare.
If you had gone to Atlanta during the
war you would have seen a demonstra-
tion of loyalty within those prison walls
that would have been an example even to
those who were free men outside. That
condition did not just grow. It was the
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result of the leadership that the prisons
have had in the personage of James
Bennett. Over and above that, time and
time again, I have had put into the book
of the Federal prisons articles by
Father Coogan, the Jesuit, which can
be read in the magazines.

It is a very easy thing to tear down,
but it is quite something different to
construet.

I do not want to take too much of the
time of the gentleman who has been good
enough to yield to me; but this comes
as a shock to me. I learned only yester-
day that it was going to occur, and I
thought I would waif here until this late
hour to hear what would be said about a
faithful public servant.

I thank the gentleman for yielding
this time to me.

Mr. HYDE. I thank the gentleman
for his kind remarks about the Director
of the Bureau of Prisons, Mr. James V.
Bennett.

James V. Bennett, Director, Bureau of
Prisons, United States Department of
Justice, has been criticized on the floor
of the House for transferring John
Gates, a convicted Communist, from the
Atlanta Penitentiary to the Federal Cor-
rection Institution at Danbury, Conn.
In fairness to Mr. Bennett the record
should show that he made this transfer
at the request of the Subversive Activi-
ties Control Board. The fact of this
request and the reasons therefor are
shown by the following letter addressed
to Mr. Bennett by Peter Campbell Brown,
chairman, Subversive Activities Control
Board.

Mr. BROYHILL. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HYDE. I yield to the gentleman
from Virginia.

Mr. BROYHILL. In the letter to Mr.
Bennett do they ask him fto put Gates
in a private hospital room and to let
him continue his writings or proofread-
ing?

Mr. HYDE. They do not, and I will
touch on that in a moment.

The letter is as follows:

SUBVERSIVE ACTIVITIES CONTROL BOARD,

Washington, D. C., February 17, 1953.
Hon. James V. BENNETT,
Director, Bureau of Prisons,
Washington, D. C.

My Dear MR. BENNETT: This will serve to
confirm my distinct recollection to the effect
that as a result of my personal request as
Chairman of this Board you were good
enough to transfer John Gates to the Fed-
eral correctional institution at Danbury.
Gates' presence at Danbury enabled counsel
for the Communist Party to very thoroughly
discuss with him the testimony that Gates
was to give before this Board. I was very
anxious that this opportunity to interview
Gates be afforded the counsel for the Com-
munist Party in accord with my view that
every citizen of the United States must be
afforded every protection and guaranty of
the Constitution. The fact was that the
Attorney General initiated this proceeding
and is the petitioner against the Communist
Party. Under the law the respondent is
entitled to present its defense which would,
of course, include convenient access to po-
tential witnesses in the respondent’s behalf.
Gates was one of such witnesses.

I wish to observe at this time that I was
fully cognizant of the custodial considera-
tions with which you were faced on the oc-
casion of my requests to you concernlng
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Gates. Nevertheless, you cooperated with
me to the fullest extent by granting the
many requests which I made of you because
I believed such a procedure was so vital
to the successful conduct of this proceeding.

With many thanks again for your valuable
assistance, and with all my good wishes,

Yours sincerely,
PETER CAMPEELL BROWN,
Chairman.

The record should further show that
prior to the request by the Subversive
Activities Control Board, a request for a
transfer of Gates from Atlanta to Dan-
bury was made by Gates’ attorneys and
refused by Mr. Bennett.

In addition, I believe the record should
clarify the conditions at the Danbury
institution under which Gates was con-
fined. That institution has been de-
scribed as a “country club.” The condi-
tions under which Gates was confined
were investigated by a reporter of the
Danbury News-Times on February 19,
1954, and in justice to the Federal Bu-
reau of Prisons and Mr. Bennett, I think
the following excerpts from the report-
er's report should be inserted in the
RECORD:

NewsMaN FINDs GATES' CELL WAS PRIVATE, IN
Fact, THAT IT WaAs DOWNRIGHT SOLITARY

(By William J. Lauf)

One need only spend 10 minutes in the
same cell at the Federal correctional instli-
tution, Pembroke district, where Daily
Worker Editor John Gates was held in 1952,
to agree with a Congressman from Tennessee
that it was a “private room.”

In fact, I found it to be more private than
possibly the southern legislator who made
the charge himself realizes. A lot more pri-
vate than the other cell blocks where pris-
oners can converse with and see each other
to break up the monotony of prison life.
The cell blocks have the traditional bars.
The one I was in had a steel door with only
a small window in it.

Yes, there was what you might call room
service. When you're in this cell the meals
are brought to you. They don't allow you
to go to the dining hall where most of the
prisoners eat together. Private room, maybe.

Solitary would be a better word for it.

CHARGES FROMPTED VISIT

Warden Harold E. Hegstrom permitted our
visit after newpapers yesterday published
charges by Representative SurTonN, Democrat,
of Tennessee, that the Danbury institution
had coddled Communists. Svrron voiced
the charge in a House speech Wednesday in
which he proposed a sweeping investiga-
tion of the Federal prison system. He spe-
cifically mentioned the editor of the Daily
Worker, saying that in 1952 Gates had been
given a “private room” in the prison hos-
pital, was permitted to have visits from New
York relatives and given privileges denied
others.

Warden Hegstrom, who was not at the
institution when Gates was there, May 22
to June 6, 1952, said he learned from the
records and from talking with Gates’ guards
that the latter was transferred to Danbury
from Atlanta at the direction of a Sen-
ate investigating committee chairman who
wanted the prisoner available for hearings
in New York. While here he was under
24-hour surveillance, the warden sald, and
the only relative to visit him was his mother,
who came here once. Only others allowed
to see him were his attorneys in connection
with the subpena to the New York hearing,
Gates is now serving out a 5-year sentence
in Atlanta.

THE VIEW

The cell is on the inside portion of the

sprawling building, facing south Into the
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prison yard. The cell window allows a view
of the three other inside walls of the insti-
tution, You can see a tall water tower, the
prison yard, and recreation areas. But
mostly you see sky. There are a few well-
pruned trees immediately outside the win-
dow. And you gaze at hundreds of other
barred windows in the three interlor walls
within your wview, where possibly others
among the 570 prisoners may be gazing your
way and seeing the same monotonous scene.
The location doesn't allow a view of the
picturesque Berkshire foothills.

The windowpanes are only 5% inches wide.
There are 36 glass panes surrounded by heavy
steel sash. In the center is a 9-by-15-inch
air vent.

We talked to two men who guarded Gates
during his stay here, and also to the captain
and supervisor of the custodial force. The
guards were Senior Officer Morris Berkofsky,
who has had 15 years in the prison service,
and Willlam D. Cutting, a correctional officer
with 12 years. The captain is Stanley Wien«
cik, who is a veteran of 21 years of service.

PRIVATE, YET NO PRIVACY

Officer Berkofsky, who guarded Gates from
8 to 4:30 p. m., and Officer Cutting, who was
on duty from 3:30 to midnight, were those
principally involved in keeping Gates under
24-hour survelllance. One of them was al-
ways with him when he was taken into the
yard once a day for exercise. However, he was
not allowed to converse with other prisoners.
When his lawyers came to see him, there was
& parole officer present in the room and a
custodial officer on guard outside, Berkofsky
related. Private, yet no privacy.

Both guards said Gates had no complaints
about his cell, but quickly added neither did
he have any compliments.

The Tennessee Congressman was quoted as
saying that Gates was permitted to have
visits from New York relatives. The prison
records show that he was granted one visit,
by his mother, during his stay here. The
prison rules allow inmates to have 2 hours of
visitation per month, except toward termina-
tion of their sentence, when the visiting time
1s extended to 3 hours.

BENNETT ISSUES DENIAL

James V. Bennett, Director of the Bureau
of Prisons, said in Washington yesterday
afternoon that Gates was granted “no spe=-
cial privileges” and that, “as a matter of fact,
had fewer than would have been required
were he held elsewhere.”

His statement is as follows:

“Congressman SuTroN states that Gates
was (1) moved to Danbury from Atlanta, so
that he could be briefed by attorneys on evi-
dence he was to give before the Subversive
Activitles Control Board; (2) he was not con-
fined in a cell, but given a private room in
the hospital, a more comfortable room than
would otherwise have been available; (3) he
was given certain privileges other Americans
would not receive; (4) he was permitted to
have visits from relatives in New York City,
which were arranged by the Director with
Gates’ attorneys.

“Gates was transferred from Atlanta on
May 22, 1952, upon the urgent request of the
Subversive Activities Control Board, upon
the grounds that such action would mate-
rially assist the proceedings before the Board
and be to the best interests of the Govern-
ment. He remained until June 6, 1952, when
brought to Washington for the hearings be-
fore the Board.

“While at Danbury, he was confined in a
secure and locked hospital cell for four rea-
sons: (1) It was as secure as any other cell
in the institution; (2) there would be no op-
portunity for contact with other prisoners;
(3) he would be under officer supervision 24
hours a day; and (4) this location would em-
ploy the requirement of no other officers,
which would have been required were he held
elsewhere,
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“Gates was granted no speclal privileges
and as a matter of fact, had fewer than
would have been available to him in Atlanta.

“He had no visits except his attorneys and
one visit from his wife, which would have
been permitted had he been at Atlanta.”

While here Gates was on what is termed a
holdover status. Warden Hegstrom ex-
plained that this means he never received a
Danbury prison number. On June 6, 1952, a
United States marshal from Washington took
him out and he was subsequently returned
to Atlanta.

NO COUNTRY CLUB

Warden Hegstrom didn't come right out
and say so, but one can sense that he's a bit
provoked at charges made by persons far
removed from here who have never visited
the Danbury FCI. For instance, some
columnists have nicknamed the institution
the Federal country club. One wonders if
these same men would consider it a country
club if they had to spend a few months there.
Or a few weeks. Yes, even an hour,such as I
did.

Sitting on the same bed that Gates slept
in and looking at the dull walls, the cramped
space, the few bare necessities in furnishings,
the steel in the window and the solid steel
of the door, and knowing that the way out
was guarded by numerous barred doors, each
one with a separate key and different guard,
we could not imagine how anyone could be
contented in such circumstances, much less
feel coddled.

And we wondered, too, how many of the
more than 10,500 prisoners confined at Dan-
bury FCI at one time or another in its 14
years could honestly say they had been
coddled here.

It felt good In a way words cannot ade-
quately describe when we got into our car
and drove out of the prison gate.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from Vir-
ginia [Mr. BrovyHILL] has also charged
that Gates was permitted to correct
proof on a chapter he had written rela-
tive to his experiences in the Abraham
Lincoln Brigade in Spain. As a matter
of fact, this chapter was written prior
to the time Gates was committed and his
publisher was not permitted to confer
with him although he had made the
request. He was permitted, however, to
authenticate the proof for reasons which
cannot be disclosed now since the case
in which he was a prinecipal witness is
still pending before the courts. A copy
of this book following its publication was
sent to Gates but he was not permitted
to see it.

Mr, Speaker, I fear that reckless state-
ments condemning the Federal prison
system and its Director, Mr. James V.
Bennett, may do much harm and pos-
sibly lead to trouble within the prisons.
The fact is that our Federal peniten-
tiaries are probably the best-run penal
systems in the world. There have been
no outbreaks of violence in them such
as has been the case in several State
institutions. Certainly every effort
should be made to have any imperfec-
tions in the system corrected and incom-
petent officials removed by orderly ad-
ministrative process before public erit=-
icism is made on the floor of the House
of Representatives. If such orderly ad-
ministrative processes fail to produce the
desired results, then, of course, it would
become necessary to call the matter to
the attention of Congress on the floor
of the House.

Moreover, Mr. Speaker, the standing

- Senate and House committees which
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have the subject of the Bureau of Pris-
ons under their jurisdiction should
certainly be provided with any facts
from which it is alleged the prisons are
improperly run or incompetently admin-
istered.

NO TROOP INVOLVEMENT IN
INDOCHINA

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr, CAN=-
FIELD). Under previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
SHEEHAN] is recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. SHEEHAN. Mr, Speaker, in the
summer of 1950, when I first campaigned
for the House of Representatives from
the 11th Illinois District on the north-
west side of Chicago, I found the ma=-
jority of the people I contacted to be vio=-
lently opposed to the Korean police ac-
tion. As a result, I was highly critical of
President Truman and the then encum-
bent Democrat Congressman for their
part in the Korean fiasco. My stand on
the Korean question, I feel, was very
much instrumental in enabling me to
win election to the 82d Congress by a
substantial majority.

In my reelection campaign in 1952, the
voters in my district were convinced
that with the election of a Republican
President and a Republican Congress-
man from the 11th District, they would
see definite action with regard to ending
the Korean mess. When President Ei-
senhower ended the Korean war, the peo-
ple reacted most favorably.

By reviewing the recent pronounce-
ments of President Eisenhower, Vice
President Nixon, and Secretary of State
Dulles, a real possibility exists that we
will become embroiled in the southeast
Asian war before the end of this year.
From recent statements of Mr. Church-
ill of England, Mr. St. Laurent of Can-
ada, and others, we alone seem to be
heading into this war, in spite of Presi=
dent Eisenhower’s thought that the free
nations will present a concert of readi=
ness to react in whatever way is nec-
essary.

To my way of thinking, this will mean,
as in Korea, the United States will suffer
over 90 percent of the casualties and
pay more than 90 percent of the costs.

From mail received from my constitu=
ents, and from direct conversations while
home over the Easter recess, I have not
heard a single word in favor of using
our boys to fight in Indochina.

Experience proves that if we attempt
to fight a limited war as we did in Korea,
we cannot win. Experience proves once
a war is started, no one can control its
course. Experience proves that three
wars in the present generation—World
War I, World War II, and Korea—have
not eased world tension or brought peace.
Experience proves that Soviet commu-
nism thrives on wars, as evidenced by the
fact that communism today governs or
controls 800 million people as against
180 million during World War I, not to
mention the vast increase in control of
land and resources. Experience proves
that military victories alone do not solve
world problems.

It is my belief that the American peo-
ple are not ready for world leadership,
because it entails conquest, occupation,
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and governing the conguered people. It
would forever entail a forced contribu-
tion to military service from every
American home, huge foreign aid out-
lays, and overburdening taxation, all of
which would bring on socialism or gov-
ernment control of our lives.

From a purely practical standpoint,
getting involved in Indochina would, as
a famous American general remarked
about Korea, be a war against the wrong
enemy, at the wrong time, and in the
wrong place.

If President Eisenhower and the Re-
publican leadership commit our troops
into southeast Asia, I am of the opinion
the people will show their disgust by
returning a Democrat-controlled Con-
gress in November, and a Democrat
president in 1956.

Knowing that the will of the majority
of my constituents is firmly against com-
mitting our boys in another Korean type
of war, and knowing from recent experi-
ence that military victories do not bring
peace, if Congress is given to vote on this
issue—which President Eisenhower says
will happen—I will vote against sending
our froops to Indochina and southeast
Asia.

PANAMA CANAL CONSTRUCTION
ENGINEERS FAVOR INTEROCE-
ANIC CANALS COMMISSION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New York [Mr. KeocH] is
recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. KEOGH. Mr. Speaker, among
the important questions considered in
1945 by the Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries, of which I was
a member, was that of additional Pana-
ma Canal facilities. The current dis-
cussion of conditions in the canal re-
emphasizes the need for further con-
sideration without delay.

Under the impact of the then recent
advent of the atomic bomb, the Congress
enacted Public Law 280, 79th Congress,
authorizing the Governor of the Panama
Canal to investigate the means for in-
creasing its capacity and security to
meet the future needs of interoceanic
commerce and national defense. The
report of his study was transmitted to
the Congress by the President on Decem-
ber 1, 1947, without recommendation,
and it was not published.

Since that time, however, the inter-
oceanic canal problem has been exten-
sively discussed in periodical literature
of the United States and foreign coun-
tries, and in the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD.

The resulting clarifications produced a
reorientation of thinking on the funda-
mental aspects of the canal subject and
focused attention on its main issues.
They were important factors contribut-
ing to the reorganization of the canal
enterprise under Public Law 841, 81st
Congress, which created the Canal Zone
Government and the Panama Canal
Company.

The canal question is highly compli-
cated. Its principal points have been
admirably summarized in a remarkably
concise memorandum to the Members
of the Congress by a number of eminent
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construetional engineers who, in varying
capacities, participated in building the
Panama Canal, and are gqualified to
speak. In this they have been joined
by certain other distinguished and well-
informed authorities, who are also quali-
fied to speak. Attention of the Con-
gress is invited to the experience records
of the petitioners, which are unigue.

All these men earnestly urge the cre-
ation by the Congress of an independent
Interoceanic Canals Commission along
the lines provided in H. R. 1048, 83d Con-
gress, introduced by Representative
THoMAS E. MarTIN, of Iowa, and sup-
ported by Representative Crarx W.
TrompsoN, of Texas, both of whom have
long been careful and judicious students
of Panama Canal problems.

The purpose of this measure is to for-
mulate and recommend the long-range
Isthmian Canal policy that should be
adopted by the Congress of the United
States.

In order that this illuminating mem-
orandum and its forwarding letter from
Consulting Engineer W. R. McCann of
Hopewell, Va., may be readily available,
under leave accorded, I include their full
texts:

Hon. EvGeNE J. KEOGH,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D. C.

Dear CoNGrREssMAN KEOGH: Growing daily
in national importance is the problem of
modernizing and increasing the capacity of
the Panama Canal. H. R. 1048, now before
the 83d Congress, contemplates legislation
that would provide for constructive studies
of the problem and for the establishing of
an Ilmpartial commission to recommend a
comprehensive policy on which to proceed.

Bearing on the Panama Canal problem,
the enclosed self-explanatory memorandum
reflects the considered judgment of a not-
able (but unorganized) group of engineers,
constructors, industrialists, and administra-
tors, all of whom in varying capacities par-
ticipated, years ago, in the building of the
Panama Canal. Individually and collec-
tively, we believe their opinion should carry
great weight.

These men consider it a public duty to
make known their views. They would be
derelict not to do so. The matter of which
they speak is of worldwide import; it tran-
scends, indeed, all local and personal con-
siderations.

Solicited is your most careful attention to
the statements of these men; and thereupon,
perhaps, you may find time to write me—
for the benefit of the signers—a brief ex-
pression of your thought upon this vital
subject.

Respectfully,

MarcH 24, 1954.

W. R. McCaNN.

THE PANAMA CANAL PROELEM

(A memorandum to the Members of the
Congress, 1854)
Honorable Members of the Congress of the
United States:

The undersigned, who in varlous capaci-
ties participated in the construction of the
Panama Canal, venture to bring to your
attention the matters hereinafter discussed:

1. The necessity for increased capacity
and operational improvement of the Pan-
ama Canal—a much-neglected waterway,
now approaching obsolescence—has been
long recognized. The traffic volume is the
highest since 1914, With the saturation
point approaching, it is essential to provide,
without further delay, the additional transit
capacity and operational improvements re-
quired to meet future needs.
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2. The two major proposals for increased
facilities are:

(a) Improvement of the existing canal
by completing the authorized third locks
project, adapted to include the features of
the well-conceived Terminal Lake plan
(CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD, vol. 94, pt. 10, p.
A2449—approved in principle by the Gov-
ernor of the Panama Canal in hearings on
H. R. 4480, 79th Cong., Nov. 15, 1945, p. 9).
A total of $75 million was expended on this
project, mainly on lock-site excavations at
Gatun and Miraflores, before work on it was
suspended. The Terminal Lake plan pro-
vides for removing all lock structures from
Pedro Miguel and for regrouping of all Pa-
cific locks at or near Miraflores, thus en-
abling uninterrupted navigation at the
Gatun Lake level between the Atlantic and
Pacific locks, with a greatly needed terminal
lake anchorage at the Pacific end of the
canal. As thus improved, the modified third
locks project can be completed at relatively
low cost, estimated under $600 million. The
soundness of this proposal has been estab-
lished by 40 years of satisfactory operation
of a similar arrangement at Gatun.

(b) Construction of a practically new
Panama Canal known as the sea-level proj-
ect, Initially estimated in 1947 to cost
$2.5 billion, and which would be of less
operational value than the existing canal
it was designed to replace, but which, under
present conditions, would likely cost several
times that amount. The Governor of the
Panama Canal (a member of the Corps of
Engineers) at that time definitely went on
record as advocating none but the so-called
sea-level project for the major increase of
canal facilities, which action served to ex-
clude what may be the best solution when
evaluated from all angles., This report, un-
der Public Law 280, 79th Congress, was trans-
mitted to the Congress by the President,
December 1, 1947, and, significantly, without
comment or recommendation. The Congress
took no actlon, and the report was not pub-
lished.

3. The Terminal Lake third-locks project
has been strongly urged as the proper form
of modernization by experienced ecivilian
engineers who took part in the construction
of the present canal. They have spoken
from personal knowledge of the original con-
struction. Their views are shared by many
independent engineers and navigators who
have studied the subject. All these insist
that the present lake-lock type should be
preserved as supplying the best canal for
the transit of vessels which it is economi-
cally feasible to construct. They, together
with many of the leading atomic warfare
authorities, stress the points that the de-
fense of the canal is an all-inclusive Federal
responsibility which must be met by active
military and naval measures and by indus-
trial planning in the United States, that
passive protective features embodied in con-
struction design are inadequate, and that
the proper bases for planning canal improve=
ments are capacity and navigational effi-
ciency. Moreover, it must be borne in mind
that the effective destructive power of the
atomic bomb has been tremendously in-
creased since the formal recommendation
for a sea-level canal. Any canal, whatsoever
the type, can be destroyed by atomic bomb-
ing, if permitted to strike.

4. The recent authorization to expend
funds for repairs and alterations of present
lock structures at an estimated cost of $26,-
500,000 is, as we believe, makeshift in char-
acter, and is without real merit. Consum-
mation thereof, in lieu of fundamental im-
provements, will inevitably delay the basic
and long-overdue solution of the problems
involved.

6. In addition to the Panama projects,
there are urgent proposals for canals at other
locations, some of which have strong sup-
port, particularly Nicaragua. In developing
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a long-range Isthmian Canal policy to meet
future Interoceanic transit needs, these
should certainly receive full and unbiased
consideration.

6. Transcending personal considerations,
but nevertheless to state the matter can-
didly, we submit that the third-locks proj=
ect, as originally planned in 1939 by the
Governor of the Panama Canal, has proven
most disappointing. We have every reason
to believe that the insistently advocated
sea-level project (which, as a matter of fact,
would require tldal locks as well as vulner-
able flood-control reservoirs and dikes)
would prove to be a monumental boon-
doggle, costing the American taxpayer bil-
lions of dollars. Both of these efforts were
directed by routine administrative agencies,
and at heavy public expense.

7. We wish to stress the fact that, aside
from the A-bomb, the recurrent discussions
as to the relative advantages and disadvan-
tages of the lake-lock and sea-level types
of canal were exhaustively investigated, de-
bated, and considered in 1905-06 when
the Congress and the President decided in
favor of the lake-lock plan—under which
the canal was constructed, and (with the
exception of certain operational defects in
the Pacific sector) has been successfully op=
erated. The operational defects, we belleve,
can be adequately corrected.

8. It must be always borne in mind that
the greater the cost ot increased facilities at
Panama the heavier will be the load on the
already overwhelmingly burdened American
taxpayer; and that also such cost must be
reflected In ship-transit tolls, with all that
increased tolls imply.

9. We respectfully urge the early enact-
ment of H. R. 1048, 83d Congress, introduced
by Representative THOMAS E. MaARTIN, Of
Jowa, and supported by Representative
Crarg W. TuompsoN, of Texas, who intro-
duced a like measure in the 82d Congress.
Both of these experienced and highly compe=
tent legislators have been thorough students
of Interoceanic canal problems, which
have grave diplomatic implications affecting
all maritime nations and the relations of
the United States with all Latin-Ameri-
can countries—especially Panama. As to
Panama, we would most strongly emphasize
that among the features overlooked in the
report under Public Law 280, 79th Congress,
is the fact that the sea-level project recom-
mended in that report is not covered by
existing canal treaties and would necessitate
the negotiation of a new treaty with a tre-
mendous indemnity and greatly increased
annuity payments involved. As evidence of
this, it may be noted that upon demand of
the Panamanian Government, and the ap-
pointment by it of a commission for the pur-
pose, the United States Government has
named a like commission, to negotiate vari-
ous questions, including tha: of the present
annuity of $430,000 (originally $250,000),
which Panama insists should be substan-
tially increased. These negotiations began in
September 1953; when the President of Pan-
ama and members of the Panamanian Com-
mission visited Washington in behalf of the
indicated demands.

10. References to the Governor of the
Panama Canal herein apply to the incumbent
Governor at the time of the stated action.

CONCLUSION

Because of these considerations, it would
seem to be clear that the indicated com=-
mission should be created without delay, and
put to work, so as to develop a timely, defi-
nite, and wisely reasoned Isthmian Canal
policy. Such a body should be made up of
unbiased, broad-gaged, a.d independent
men of the widest engineering, operational,
governmental, and business experience, and
not of persons from routine agencies, all
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too often involved in Justifying their own
groups.
Respectfully submitted.

James T. B. Bowles, Baltimore, Md.;
Ralph Budd, Chicago, Ill.; Howard T.
Critchlow, Trenton, N. J.; Roy W.
Hebard, New York, N. Y.; Herbert D.
Hinman, Newport News, Va.; William
R. McCann, Hopewell, Va.; E. Sydney
Randolph, Baton Rouge, La.; Hartley
Rowe, Boston, Mass.; William E. Rus-
sell, New York, N. Y.; Caleb Mills
Saville, Hartford, Conn.; John Frank
Stevens, Brooklyn, N. Y.; Ellis D. Still-
well, Monrovia, Calif.; Willilam G. B.
Thompson, New Haven, Conn.; Robert
E. Wood, Lake Forest, Ill.; Daniel-E.
Wright, St. Petersburg, Fla.

THE PETITIONERS

James T. B. Bowles: Chemical engineer;
in charge water supplies, superintendent fil-
tration plants Canal Zone, 1910-14; lieu-
tenant-colonel, Corps of Engineers, A. E. F.;
director, secretary, and technologist of
Crown Petroleum Corp.

Ralph Budd: Civil engineer; chief en-
gineer Panama Railroad, 1909-13; president
Great Northern Railway; transportation com=-
missioner, The Advisory Commission to the
Council of National Defense; president
Burlington Railroad; now chairman of Chi-
cago Transit Authority.

Howard T. Critchlow: Civil and hydraulie
engineer; district and chief hydrographer
Panama Canal, 1910-14; New Jersey Depart=-
ment of Conservation and Economic Develop-
ment on water supply, construction of dams,
and flood control; past-president American
Water Works Association; now director and
chief engineer Division Water Policy and
Bupply (New Jersey).

Roy W. Hebard: Assistant engineer, resl-
dent engineer, and contractor, Panama
Canal, 1905-11; Major, Corps of Engineers,
A. E. F,; president, R. W. Hebard & Co. Inc.,
builders of highways, railroads, waterworks,
and divers structures throughout Central
and South America.

Herbert D. Hinman: Construction engil-
neer whose first job for the Pacific Division
in 1907 was boring to find rock for the locks;
assistant engineer in charge construction
of the Pedro Miguel locks, and later in the
bullding of the fortifications on the Pacific
side; president of Virginia Engineering Corp.,
engaged in divers heavy construction in Vir-
ginia and the Southeastern States.

William R. McCann: Assistant engineer
and supervisor of construction, First Division
Panama Canal, 1907-14; engineer, Stone
& Webster, Inc.; engineer, Allied Chemical
& Dye Corp.; project manager, Buckeye
Ordnance Works; now consulting engineer.

E. Sydney Randolph: Civil engineer; Pan-
ama Canal service, 1910-46; office engineer,
designing engineer, construction engineer,
principal engineer, and consulting engineer,
handling various projects such as technical
supervision of maintenance and lock im-
provement, Madden Dam and Power project,
exploration and investigations for additional
locks, defense structures, emergency gates,
increased spillway capacity, and augmented
power facilities; now consulting engineer.

Hartley Rowe: Electrical and construc=
tion engineer, various divisions, Panama
Canal, 1905-15; engineering and construc-
tion, Lockwood, Greene & Co.; member of
General Advisory Committee, Atomic Energy
Commission; chief engineer, United Fruit
Co.; now vice president thereof.

Willlam E. Russell: Panama Canal service,
1905-8, wunder all three chief engineers,
attached to office of superintending architect,
and engaged In bulilding construction; at-
torney, New York City; chairman of the
board of several magazines in which he has
controlling interests; headed committee for
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reevaluation of housing in New York State;
has been lifelong student of Panama Canal
affairs, and of the treaties pertaining thereto.

Caleb M. Saville: Hydraulic engineer; in
charge Third Division Panama Canal, 1807-
11, investigating foundations for Gatun
Dam, flow through splllway, and Chagres
River hydrology; manager and chief engineer,
Hatford Metropolitan District; now consult-
ing engineer thereto.

John Frank Stevens: Life student of Pana-
ma Canal problems; son of first chairman
and chief engineer, Isthmian Canal Commis=
sion, who planned the construction organiza-
tion and plant, and was largely responsible
for the adoption of the lock-lake type of
waterway.

Ellis D. Stillwell: Electrical engineer;
served on Panama Canal, 1912-49, assistant
superintendent Gatun locks, superintendent
Gatun locks, and superintendent locks divi-
sion in charge of lock operations and transits,
and responsible for lock maintenance and
biennial overhauling.

William G. B. Thompson: Civil engineer;
Panama Canal service 1909-16 supervising,
among other assignments, construction of
Balboa terminal; State highway engineer of
New Jersey; vice president and chief engi-
neer, Gandy Bridge Co., St. Petersburg, Fla.;
with Allied Chemical & Dye Corp. as super=
intendent of construction, and as project
manager EKentucky Ordnance Works; now
consulting engineer.

Robert E. Wood: Assistant quartermaster,
chief gquartermaster, and director Panama
Railroad, 1907-14; brigadier general, United
States Army (retired), and later acting quar-
termaster general; president Sears, Roebuck
& Co.; now chairman of the board thereof.

Daniel E. Wright: Civil engineer; Panama
Canal service, 1904-18 as municipal and
sanitary engineer, Central Division, extended
subsequently to all divisions and to Panama
City and Colon; contracting and consulting
in Central and South America; with Rocke-
feller Foundation and United States Public
Health Service as sanitary expert on various
commissions to Middle East, Greece, France,
Burma, China, India, Egypt, and elsewhere;
captain, United States Army, World War I;
colonel, United States Army, World War II.

In addition, I also include the text of
H. R. 1048, 83d Congress, which follows:

H. R. 1048

A bill to create the Interoceanic Canals Com-
mission, and for other purposes

Be it enacted, ete., That this act may be
cited as the “Interoceanic Canals Commis-
sion Act of 1953."

SEec. 2. (a) A commission is hereby created,
to be known as the “Interoceanic Canals
Commission" (hereinafter referred to as the
*“Commission”), and to be composed of nine
members to be appointed by the President,
by and with the advice and consent of the
SBenate, as follows: One member shall be a
commissioned officer of the line (active or
retired) of the United States Army; one
member shall be a commissioned officer of
the line (active or retired) of the United
States Navy; one member shall be a com-
missioned officer of the line (active or re-
tired) of the United States Air Force; and
six members from civil life. The President
shall designate one of the members from
civil life as Chairman, and shall fill all va-
cancies on the Commission in the same man-
ner as are made the original appointments.
The Commission shall cease to exist upon
the completion of its work hereunder.

(b) The Chairman of the Commission
shall receive compensation at the rate of
$20,000 per annum, and the other members
shall receive compensation at the rate of
$15,000 per annum, each; but the members
appointed from the Army, Navy, and Air
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Force shall receive only such compensation,
in addition to their pay and allowances, as
will make their total compensation from the
United States $15,000 each,

Egc. 3. The Commission is authorized and
directed to make and conduct a comprehen-
sive investigation and study of all problems
involved or arising in connection with plans
or proposals for—

(a) an increase in the eapacity and opera-
tional efliciency of the present Panama Canal
through the construction of improved or
additional facilities;

(b) the construction of a mew Panama
Canal of sea-level design, or any modification
thereof;

(¢) the construction and ownership, by
the United States, of another canal or canals
connecting the Atlantic and Pacific Oceans;

(d) the operation, maintenance, and pro-
tection of the Panama Canal, and of any
other canal or canals which may be recom-
mended by the Commission;

(e) treaty and territorial rights which may
be deemed essential hereunder; and

(f) estimates of the respective costs of the
undertakings herein enumerated.

Sec. 4. For the purpose of conducting all
inquiries and investigations deemed neces-
sary by the Commission in carrying out the
provisions of this act, the Commission is
authorized to utilize any officlal reports,
documents, data, and papers in the posses-
sion of the United States Government and
its officials; and the Commission is given
power to designate and authorize any mem-
ber, or other officer, of the Commission, to
administer oaths and affirmations, subpena
witnesses, take evidence, procure informa-
tion and data, and require the production of
any books, papers, or other documents and
records which the Commission may deem
relevant or material for the purposes herein
named. Such attendance of witr , and
the production of documentary evidence,
may be required from any place in the
United States, or any Territory, or any other
area under the control or jurisdiction of the
United States, including the Canal Zone.

Sec. 5. The Commission shall submit to
the President and the Congress, not later
than 2 years after the date of the enactment
hereof, a final report containing the results
and conclusion of its investigations and
studies hereunder, with recommendations;
and may, in its discretion, submit interim re-
ports to the President and the Congress con-
cerning the progress of its work. Such final
report shall contain—

(a) the recommendations of the Commis-
elon with respect to the Panama Canal, and
to any new Iinteroceanic canal or canals
which the Commission may consider feasi-
ble or desirable for the United States to con-
struct, own, maintain, and operate;

(b) the estimates of the Commission as
regards the approximate cost of carrying
out its recommendations; and like estimates
of cost as to the respective proposals and
plans considered by the Commission and
embraced in its final report; and

(c) such information as the Commission
may have been able to obtain with respect to
the necessity for the acquisition, by the
United States, of new, or additional, rights,
privileges, and concessions, by means of
treaties or agreements with foreign nations,
before there may be made the execution of
any plans or projects recommended by the
Commission.

Sec. 6. The Commission shall appoint &
secretary, who shall receive compensation
at the rate of $10,000 per annum, and shall
serve at the pleasure of the Commission.

SEec. 7. The Commission is hereby author-
ized to appoint and fix the compensation—
without regard to the civil service laws or
the Classification Act of 1923, as amended—
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of such engineers, surveyors, experts, ad-
visers, and other employees deemed by the
Commission necessary hereunder; and may
make such expenditures—including those
for actual travel and subsistence of mem-=
bers of the Commission and its employees—
not exceeding 10 for subsistence expense
for any one person for any calendar day;
for rent of quarters at the seat of govern=-
ment, or elsewhere; for personal services at
the seat of government, or elsewhere; and
for printing and binding necessary for the
efficient and adequate functions of the Com-
mission hereunder. All expenses of the
Commission shall be allowed and paid upon
the presentation of itemized vouchers there-
for approved by the Chairman of the Com-
mission, or such other official of the Com=-
mission as the Commission may designate.

Sec. 8. The books and accounts of the
Commission, and of all persons and agencles
who, or which may handle any of the funds
relative to the work herein authorized to
be made, shall, at all times, be open to the
examination of the Comptroller General,
who is hereby charged with the authority
and duty of making audits and reports in
the premises.

Sec. 9. There are hereby authorized to be
appropriated such sums as may be necessary
to carry out the provisions and purposes of
this Act.

INTEROCEANIC CANALS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Texas [Mr. THOMPSON] was
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. THOMPSON of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I have been very much inter-
ested in the remarks of the gentleman
from New York [Mr. Keocul. I have
been deeply interested in the affairs of
the Panama Canal ever since I served
as chairman of the special subcommit-
tee to investigate the operations of the
canal, under House Resolution 44, 81st
Congress. In view of some recent ar-
ticles concerning slides in the Canal and
the consequent threat of suspension of
operation, further consideration of the
overall problem of interoceanic canals
is especially timely.

In 1949, when directing the indicated
investigation, I prepared a comprehen-
sive bibliographical list on the Isthmian
Canal policy of the United States, pub-
lished in the Appendix of the CONGRES=
sioNal Recorp of August 25, 1949, vol-
ume 95, part 16, page A5580.

Subsequent issues of the REcorp con=-
tain a number of additional enlighten-
ing contributions, including cogent
statements by distinguished Members of
the Congress who have studied the canal
question.

As a result of our examinations of the
interoceanic canal problem over a nums=-
ber of years, the gentleman from Iowa,
Representative Taomas E. MARTIN and T,
in the 82d Congress, introduced identical
measures for the creation of an Inter-
oceanic Canals Commission.

The gentleman from Iowa, Congress-
man MAaRTIN, introduced the same bill,
H. R. 1048, in the present Congress.
This, I believe, offers the Congress best
means for the adequate resolution of this
tremendously important problem, and
should be enacted.
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EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
extend remarks in the REcoRp, or to re-
vise and extend remarks, was granted to:

Mr. HEBerT and to include extraneous
madtter.

Mr. CeLLER in four instances.

Mr. Dobpp in two instances.

Mr. SmrTH of Mississippi and to include
extraneous matter.

Mr. EncLE (at the request of Mr.
SHELLEY).

Mr. SHELLEY,

Mr. Price in two instances and to in-
clude extraneous matter,

Mr. HeLrLEr (at the request of Mr.
MuorTER) in two instances and to include
extraneous matter.

Mr. SHAFER.

Mr. ToLLEFSON to revise and extend re-
marks made this afternoon on the ap-
propriation bill, and to include a state=
ment by Admiral Leggett.

Mrs. Rocers of Massachusetts.

Mr. FRIEDEL.

Mr. YorTY in two instances.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab=
sence was granted to:

Mr. ScHERER, for May 3 through and
including May 14, on account of hear=
ings of the Un-American Activities Com=
mittee at Detroit, Flint, and Lansing,
Mich.

Mr. Scorr (at the request of Mr.
ARenps), for the rest of the week, on
account of official business.

SENATE BILL REFERRED

A bill of the Senate of the following
title was taken from the Speaker’'s table
and, under the rule, referred as follows:

B.2665. An act to amend the Classification
Act of 1949, as amended, and the Federal
Employees Pay Act of 1945, as amended, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service,

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I move that
the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; according-
ly (at 6 o'clock and 42 minutes p. m.),
under its previous order, the House ad=
journed until Monday, May 3, 1954, at
12 o’clock noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from
the Speaker’'s table and referred as
follows:

1488. A letter from the Secretary of the
Army, transmitting a letter from the Chief
of Engineers, Department of the Army, dated
December 22, 1053, submitting a report, to-
gether with accompanying papers and illus=-
trations, on a cooperative beach erosion con=
trol study of that portion of the shore of
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Florida in Pinellas County lying between
Big Pass and Pass-a-Grille Pass, prepared
under the provisions of section 2 of the
River and Harbor Act approved on July 3,
1930, as amended and supplemented (H. Doc.
No. 380); to the Committee on Public Works
and ordered to be printed with 14 illustra-
tlons.

1489. A letter from the President, Board
of Commissioners, District of Columbia,
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation
entitled “A bill to amend the District of
Columbia Public School Food Services Act”;
to the Committee on the District of
Columbia.

1490. A letter from the Presldent, Board
of Commissioners, District of Columbia,
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation
entitled “A bill to amend the act entitled
‘An act to amend an act entitled “An act
to create a juvenile court in and for the Dis-
trict of Columbia,” and for other purposes,’
approved June 1, 1938"; to the Committee on
the District of Columbia.

1491. A letter from the Acting Attorney
General, transmitting the draft of a pro-
posed bill entitled “A bill to require the
registration of certain persons who have
knowledge of or have received instruction or
assignment in the espionage, counter-
esplonage, or sabotage service or tactics of
a foreign government or foreign political
party, and for other purposes”; to the Com=-
mittee on the Judiciary.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois: Committee on
Rules. House Resolution 523. Resolution
for consideration of 8. 2150, an act providing
for creation of the St. Lawrence Seaway De-
velopment Corporation to construct part of
the St. Lawrence seaway in United States
territory in the interest of national security;
authorizing the Corporation to consum-
mate certain arrangements with the 8St.
Lawrence Seaway Authority of Canada rela-
tive to construction and operation of the
seaway; empowering the Corporation to fi-
nance the United States share of the seaway
cost on a self-liquidating basis; to establish
cooperation with Canada in the control and
operation of the St. Lawrence seaway; to
authorize negotiations with Canada of an
agreement on tolls; and for other purposes;
without amendment (Rept. No. 1549). Re-
ferred to the House Calendar.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BROYHILL:

H.R.8947. A bill to amend the Civil Serv-
ice Retirement Act of May 29, 1930, as
amended, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. DODD:

H.R. 8048, A bill to outlaw the Commu-
nist Party and similar organizations; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. O'BRIEN of New York:

H.R.8949. A Dbill to establish a code of
fair procedure for the conduct of congres-
sional investigations; to the Committee on
Rules.

By Mr. SCOTT:

H.R. 8950. A bill to extend the applica-
tion of the Classification Act of 1949 to cer-
tain positions in, and employees of, the ex-
ecutive branch of the Government; to the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. SCRIVNER:

H.R.8951. A bill to authorize a modifi-
cation of the project for flood protection for
the Eansas Citys, Eans. and Mo.; to the
Committee on Public Works,

By Mr. ROOSEVELT:

H.R.8952. A bill to authorize the trans-
fer of funds available to the Commodity
Credit Corporation so as to increase the ra-
tion of whole fluid milk for members of the
armed services and for children served by
schools participating in the school-lunch
program; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. WAMPLER:

H.R. 8953. A bill to permit volunteer fire
departments and rescue squads to receive
property surplus to the needs of the Fed-
eral Government for use in preserving life
and property; to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operatlons.

By Mr. BENNETT of Michigan:

H. J. Res. 512. Joint resolution to make it
unlawful, without the consent of Congress,
to send or maintain abroad members of the
Armed Forces for the purpose of engaging
in armed hostilities at or in the vicinity of
Indochina; to the Committee on Armed
Bervices.

By Mr. GRANAHAN:

H.J.Res. 513. Joint resolution to amend
the pledge of alleglance to the flag of the
United States of America; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. O'HARA of Illinois:

H. J. Res. 514. Joint resolution to amend
the pledge of allegiance to the flag of the
United States of America; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.
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By Mr. COLE of New York:

H. Con. Res. 228. Concurrent resolution fe-
licitating and congratulating New York
State and its board of regents; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. McGREGOR:

H. Res. 521. Resolution to authorize the
Committee on Armed Services to investigate
and study the pay allowances, and other
benefits authorized by law for members of
the Armed Forces; to the Committee on
Rules,

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. TOLLEFSON:

H.R.8054. A bill to authorize the Presl-
dent to provide assistance to an expedition
to the Antarctic in furtherance of the in-
terests of the United States; to the Coms-
mittee on Armed Services.

By Mr. BRAMBLETT:

H.R.8955. A bill for the relief of Mrs.
Hattie Sears Sullivan; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. DONOVAN:

H.R.8956. A bill for the relief of Lydia
Kunder; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R.£8957. A bill for the relief of Arvid
EKalnins; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R.8958. A bill for the relief of Rosita
Zysman; to the Committee on the Judiclary,

By Mr. FARRINGTON:

H. R. 8959, A bill for the relief of Mrs. Uto

Ginoza; to the Committee on the Judiciary,
By Mr. MORANO:

H.R.8960. A bill for the relief of Carol
Brandon (Valtrude Probst); to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. SHAFER (by request):

H. R. 8061. A bill for the relief of Cornelis
Willem Van Nus; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

By Mr., WILLIAMS of New Jersey:

H.R.8962. A bill for the relief of Denes
Deutsch; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXIT,

687. Mr. GRAHAM presented a petition of
87 members of the First United Presbyterian
Church, of Beaver Falls, Pa., deploring the
advertising of alcoholic beverages on radio
and TV where it can be heard and seen by
children, and in magazines and daily papers
where it is read by children and urging the
passage of the Bryson bill, H. R. 1227, which
was referred to the Committee on Interstate
and Forelgn Commerce.

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

A Monstrous Lawsuit Is Forestalled in
Central Valley Project

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
HON. CLAIR ENGLE

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, April 29, 1954

Mr. ENGLE. Mr. Speaker, it was my
privilege in October 1951 to serve as
chairman of a special six-member Sub=-
committee on Irrigation and Reclama-
tion which held hearings in Sacramento,
Calif.,, on the Central Valley project.

The purpose of the hearings was to con-
sider Federal-State relationships in the
management of the Central Valley proj-
ject and to obtain factual information
on the project water supplies, the water
requirements of the lands to be served
by the project, and the water rights
necessary to operate it. The subcommit-
tee made a critical analysis of several
problems relating to project manage-
ment and made some very definite find-
ings and specific recommendations.

One of the matters which was covered
at the hearings and on which findings
and recommendations were made con-
cerned the adjudication of Sacramento
Valley water rights. The subcommit-
tee found that the State of California

and Bureau of Reclamation officials were
making plans for an adjudication of
Sacramento Valley water rights in the
Federal court. It appeared to us on the
subcommittee that such a procedure
would result in a monstrous lawsuit, a
“legal Frankenstein” which would de-
stroy all hope for State control of Cen-
tral Valley water rights. The cost of
such a lawsuit would be enormous. It
would embroil the Central Valley project
in litigation for decades, and would
probably delay further water develop-
ment in the Central Valley of California.
The subcommittee felt very strongly that
all other means of settlement should be
completely exhausted before resorting
to such a lawsuit over the waters of the
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